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ABSTRACT
Communal living experiments in the U.S. during the past
decade were examined in light of their historical antecedents,
ideological foundations, and varieties of types. Major prob-
lems of group living commonly found in the literature were
reviewed, and three environmental and twelve internal group
variables were identified as being of primary importance.
Data regarding these 15 variables, as well as individual
and group demographic data, were collected by means of a
detailed questionnaire from members of 20 communal groups
located in both urban and rural areas of Massachusetts. For
each of the 15 variables, subjects were asked to indicate on
three 10 point continua (a) the "perceived presence" of the
variable in their group, (b) the "desirability" of the vari-
able for their group, and (c) their "level of satisfaction"
with the variable as it currently existed in their group. A
seven item scale intended to measure an individual's "overall
satisfaction" with their present group living situation pro-
vided the dependent measure to which the relationships of
the a, b, and c items above, and certain demographic vari-
ables, could be examined.
Responses to the 45 a, b, and c items were subjected to
a principal components factor analysis with orthogonal vari-
max rotation which resulted in the identification of an
"individuality," a "community," and a "structure" factor for
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each of the sets of a, b, and c items. Factor scores were
computed for each of the nine resulting factors, and these
were included with selected demographic variables in a step-
wise multiple regression analysis against the dependent
variable "overall satisfaction." Additional analyses were
conducted which, among other issues, examined differences
between types of groups, male-female differences in group
living, and variables associated with longevity in group
living.
Results of the research suggested that of the variables
examined, the most important correlates of member satisfaction
were the "perceived sense of community," and the "level of
satisfaction with individuality." To a lessor, but still
important degree, member satisfaction was also found to be
related to the select iveness of membership requirements,
level of education (-), desire for structure (-), and satis-
faction with structure, and to length of membership of indi-
viduals and the intended permanence of the group. Contrary
to expectations based on the literature, no significant dif-
ference in longevity was found between groups of the less
intentional, less organized type and those of a more inten-
tional/more organized type. Reported satisfaction was sig-
nificantly higher in the latter type, however, and it was
suggested that this might be a result of the apparent tendency
of these groups to provide for more of the functions of the
traditional family.
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The results of the study suggested the conclusion that
the major problem for many persons living in group arrange-
ments in contemporary U.S. society is one of creating a
"perceived" sense of community which does not overly restrict
the relatively high levels of desired individuality which
seem to have become endemic in the American character. There
was little evidence in the results to support the idea that
some types of groups have greater potential than others for
becoming permanent alternatives to the traditional nuclear
family. Rather it was suggested that most of the various
types of current small group living arrangements appear to
serve the needs and interests of persons in specific situa-
tions or in transition periods, and that group living arrange-
ments seem to have considerable potential primarily as short-
term alternatives to the nuclear family.
1CHAPTERI
INTRODUCTION
During approximately the last decade an increasing number
of persons in the United States have become involved in attempts
to establish communal life styles. Within this communal move-
ment various kinds of communal arrangements have been explored
by a variety of persons with widely different needs and purposes.
These efforts to establish communal life styles have been
hampered by a number of difficult internal and external prob-
lems which have caused much instability, and a short life span,
for the vast majority of communal experiments. However, in
spite of their limited success to date, social scientists in
various fields see considerable potential in the communal life
as a model for dealing with a wide range of social problems.
The present study is an attempt to examine (a) the rela-
tive importance of problems associated with satisfaction in
current communal groups, (b) the role of individual and group
characteristics (demographic data) in relation to member satis-
faction, and (c) the characteristics of those types of groups
which may represent a stable and enduring alternative living
style in American society.
Part I : Overview
Historical development . In 1970, it was estimated that
there were more than three thousand communes in the United
2States, approximately two thirds of which were urban, (Time,
12/28/70). By 1971, it was estimated that there were over
three thousand urban communes alone (Otto, 1971)."^
The development of the urban commune has begun to reverse
the image of communal living as a "hippie" or "dropout" pheno-
menon, and is creating a new sense of communal living as a
feasible life style for the active urbanite living and working
in the mainstream of society (Otto, 1971; Kanter, 1970; Ramey,
1972a). With the growth of the urban commune, research, co-
ordinating and guidance services have begun operating in some
larger cities, and these centers are aiding an ever increasing
number of people in establishing a wide variety of communal
living arrangements (i.e.. New Community Projects in Boston,
Center for the Study of Innovative Life Styles in New York
City , etc . ) .
Even the rural commune is no longer necessarily of inter-
est primarily to the "drop out." Here also a new element is
beginning to explore the "return to the earth" concept in new
ways. Slightly older, in their late twenties and on, these
generally middle-class and often well educated persons tend to
seek a new interpersonal life style while maintaining an active
commitment to personal growth, development of the commune move-
ment, social concerns or career, etc., (see the "Commune
Y. In current usage the word "commune" is loosely defined to
include most group living situations involving a common housing
facility and some degree of communal sharing of resources and
relationships. It need not involve the full communistic shar-
ing intended in the original usage (see Otto, 1970a).
3Directory," in Communities
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1972). These groups, urban
and rural, represent what seems to be an increasingly attrac-
tive life style which is enjoying a much more compatible rela-
tionship with the established culture than was true of the
earlier more extremely counter-culture communes.
Most of the modern variations of communal living have
their roots in historical Utopian thought and communities, but
are in most cases different from the experimental communities
of the past in their structure and reason for being. Kanter
(1972) , in an analysis of Utopian thought and communal move-
ments in the U.S., describes three waves of Utopian movements
beginning in the early 1800's, and recurring in the 1840 's and
currently in the 1960 's and 1970's. She suggests that each
wave has had its impetus in one of three kinds of critiques of
society: Religious, politico-economic, or psychosocial.
According to Kanter, the Utopian communities of the early
1800's were primarily religious in nature and based on criti-
cisms of the evil and immorality of the larger society. Many
of these had their roots in separatist and pietist sects in
Europe which were under considerable persecution from the
traditional churches. In America they sought in their own
communities the freedom to live according to their own prin-
ciples and beliefs. These groups developed systems of communal
sharing sometimes out of economic necessity, but primarily out
of the model of communism of the early Christian church. In
many instances these groups were founded or structured around
4powerful, charismatic leaders, and were short-lived after the
discrediting or demise of these leaders. Many of these groups,
however, did exist for several decades and, in one instance
(the Shakers), for over a century. A few groups of this type
exist currently, most notably the Hutterian Brethren and the
Bruderhof, and some present generation communes have similar
roots in Eastern religions and mysticism, spiritualism,
Christianity, and some schools of philosophy.
Kanter suggests that the second major Utopian critique, one
of a politico-economic nature, developed in reaction to "the in-
creasing dislocation, mechanization, overcrowding, and poverty
that developed in the wake of the Industrial Revolution."
Based on the social creeds of men such as Horace Greely, Robert
Owen, Charles Fourier, and Etienne Cabet, Utopias of this wave
were established around ideas rather than around charismatic
leaders, and attempted to find in the small socialist community,
"a refuge from the evils of the factory system, characterized
by dehumanizing competition and the excessive labor of many
for
the benefit of few." The greatest wave of community building
occurred in the 1840's. Some forty Utopian communities
were
formed around the doctrines of Fourier alone. Most of
these
politico-economic communities existed only briefly, however,
and few enjoyed the longevity of some of the more successful
religious communities. Many of these same criticisms
continue
to be applicable in this age of the "Technological
Revolution,"
and some of today's communitarian experiments are
motivated by
5similar politico-economic critiques.
Kanter feels that while some present communal experiments
may be based on religious or politico-economic rationales, the
majority are motivated by yet another, a psychosocial, critique
of society. Kanter sees much of the Utopian movement of the
1960 's and 1970 's as a reaction to features of an advancing
technological society which tend to lead to the social isola-
tion and personal fragmentation of people, and which require
a competitive and a machine-like production process that
restricts the personal development and self -actual izat ion of
individuals. Melville (1972) suggests that for many the com-
munal experience is also a psychological "trip" in quest of
alternate realities and different levels of experience through
the psychedelic route of Tim Leary, to the "encounter" group
of humanistic psychology.
Facets of the psychosocial critique are most comprehen-
sively described in the recent writings of authors such as
Alvin Toffler (1970), Charles Reich (1971), and Theodore Roszak
(1968). Addressing different parts of the larger picture,
Keniston (1965), Slater (1970), Packard (1972), Etzioni (1968),
and Zimbardo (1969), have provided significant statements on
the issues of fragmentation, anonymity, alienation, and lone-
liness, and the personal and social consequences of these prob-
lems. Bennis and Slater (1968), and Goodman (1968), examine
organizational life and the danger of the increasing restric-
tion and compression of human potential in a rapidly advancing
6technocracy. In general, these authors depict increasing
apathy, anomie, and impulsive, irrational behavior at a
social level, and the further dehumanizat ion and objectifi-
cation of persons at the interpersonal level.
Varieties of modern communes
. Although it seems one can
attribute the current wave of communal experimentation to a
reaction of some elements of society against these psycho-
social by-products of rapid technological advancement, the
form this reaction takes varies widely from commune to com-
mune. Originally serving primarily as a means for "dropping
out," many communes now serve as support groups for social
and political activists (Fonzi, 1972; Cox, 1971), law centers
(Goldstein, 1973), counseling services (Biehn, 1972), and
even centers for the development of a "counter- technology"
(Alternative News Magazine , 1972, No. 2; Communities
,
1972,
No. 1). The "new breed" or "evolutionary" communes described
by Ramey (1972a), serve the practical needs of high achieving,
highly mobile, upper middle class, over 30, urbanites, and are
neither necessarily religious nor Utopian in nature. Other
communes, with roots in the humanistic psychology movement,
are not only a reaction to a "sick" society, but are motivated
by the pursuit of personal growth and sel f -actual izat ion
through the group experience (Sussman and Cogswell, 1972).
Examining the many different kinds of communes. Otto (1971)
identified sixteen varieties including agricultural subsis -
tence , nature , craft
,
spiritual/mystic
,
denominat ional
,
church
7sponsored
,
political
,
political activist
,
social service
,
art,
teaching
.
group marriage
,
homosexual
,
growth-centered
,
mobile
or gypsy
,
and street or neighborhood communes. Thus, though
the vast majority of communes share many anti-technology
"counter-culture" values and philosophies, individually they
find expression through many different primary functions.
In spite of this diversity among counter-culture groups,
various authors have attempted to categorize communes in terms
of a limited number of types. Berger, Hackett, and Miller
(1972) suggest that they might be classified as urban or rural,
and creedal or non-creedal. Ogilvy and Ogilvy (1972) describe
them as monistic or pluralistic. Mumford (in Richter, 1971)
sees communes as oriented either toward escape, or toward
reconstruction. Excluding some religious communes with his-
torical roots in traditional communities of the past, Kanter
(1970, 1972a) divides modern forms of communal living into
two kinds: Small anarchistic types, and those formed around
growth centers. Ramey ' s (1972a) three categories, religious ,
Utopian, and evolutionary , are similar, but his evolutionary
type encompasses a broader range of middle class communes than
just the growth center, or service commune, of Kanter. Most
of these attempts to classify communes have considerable over-
lap with each other. However, none are identical, and each
obscures some of the diversity of dimensions along which
communes may differ.
Nonetheless, excluding communes modeled after, or having
8roots in, religious communities of the past, there do seem to
be some characteristics of communes which tend to occur
together, and which suggest opposite poles of a continuum
which would include the majority of modern communes. Table 1
below shows these related sets of characteristics which may
be present in varying degrees in different communes.
TABLE 1
Polar Characteristics of Communes
Set I Set II
unstructured
escape
no common purpose
no commitment
fragmental
spontaneous
open membership
unstable
temporary
individual priority
structured
reconstruct ioni St
common purpose
commitment
cohesive
intentional
closed membership
stable
permanent
community priority
The "hippie" commune in its rejection of traditional
society and its pursuit of alternative realities through the
psychedelic- visionary experience, its "drop out," "do your
own thing" norms, and its transient, "crash pad" nature, is
perhaps the most extreme form of commune described by charac-
teristics in Set I. Twin Oaks, a community modeled largely
after B, F. Skinner's novel, Walden Two
,
with planned activi-
ties and work, an emphasis on maintaining the community, and
plans for the development of similar communities, fits quite
closely those characteristics listed in Set II, The great
9majority of modern communes fall somewhere between these
two examples in the extent to which they share characteristics
of Set I or Set II. Thus, considering the number of character-
istics listed (and this certainly is not an all inclusive
list) , it would seem that referring to communes as predomi-
nantly Type I, or Type II, would be as close as one could
realistically come to "typing" communes.
Such a distinction does appear worthwhile to make,
however, because Kanter (1970), Veysey (1974), and others,
suggest that the future is likely to be dim for communes
described by characteristics which would be referred to here
as "predominantly Type I." On the other hand, "predominantly
Type H" communes, such as service communes, urban family
communes, and Ramey's "evolutionary" communes, are seen as
much more likely to eventually gain a permanent, complimentary
place in the social structure as an alternative living style
(Kanter, 1972; Ramey, 1972a; and Levine, Carr, and Horenblas,
1973)
.
Soc ial applications of communal life and concepts . It is
also the "predominantly Type 11" commune which some psycholo-
gists and sociologists, concerned with the apparently decreasing
functionality of the institutions of marriage and the family,
have begun to consider as a serious alternative which may
have
more potential in many instances to meet the needs of both
children and adults in our present and future society. The
collected writings in Otto (1970), Gordon (1972), Skolnick
10
and Skolnick (1971), and Cox (1971), provide an overview
of current pressures on marital and family relationships,
and present a broad picture of the emerging alternative
life styles which are developing, or which are likely to
develop, in response to these pressures.
Most current pressures on the resources of the nuclear
family are seen as a result of the tremendous industrial
and technological growth of the last several decades which
has created high levels of mobility and rapid change. This
has subsequently resulted in the loss for people of a sense
of neighborhood and community, and in the extreme isolation
and fragmentation of American families.
The communal life style is viewed as a means of restoring
community, and increasing the number and quality of relation-
ships that both children and adults have with others outside
of the small, private family unit (Gordon, 1972; Sussman and
Cogswell, 1972). Where the nuclear family is often seen as
stifling of growth and individuality, the communal setting is
seen as having great potential to encourage and support a
continuous process of growth and self -actual ization (Ogilvy
and Ogilvy, 1972). Where the nuclear family is felt to be
highly resistent to changes that would result in more equality
and interchangeability in roles for husbands and wives (Gordon,
1972), the commune may provide the child care resources, the
division of domestic labor, and the exchange of work roles
which allow women to expand their lives beyond just the family.
11
and which encourage men to explore a greater investment and
participation in the family (Ramey, 1972b). In these ways,
the communal life style appears to offer meaningful relation-
ships, an envigorating psychological environment, and more
flexibility and equality of roles, compared to the absent
husbands and neurotic housewives, the overdependent
,
confining
marital relationships, and the strict sex-role expectations
of many nuclear families.
For children, the communal setting appears to offer at
least partial solutions to some of the more obvious problems
of the isolated nuclear family. While research has yet to be
done on some of the more subtle implications of communal
child rearing compared to child rearing in the nuclear family
(Eiduson, Cohen, and Alexander, 1973), the commune does appear
to have potential for insuring good parenting practices
through multiple parenting, the sharing of parenting skills,
and as Whitehurst (1972) notes, through the visibility of
parent behaviors which "makes it virtually impossible to mis-
treat a child."
Additionally, as in the kibbutz (Irvine, 1966), the
commune has the potential to alleviate through relationships
with the other group members much of the anxiety and trauma
which may occur as a result of separation from the parent(s)
because of job, divorce, death, or as Eiduson, Cohen and
Alexander (1972) suggest, "when for whatever reason the
child's family is 'splitting' for a time." Even when
12
"separation" is nothing more than just a temporary conflict
between parent and child, the commune may lessen the intensity
of felt rejection because the child has other adults to seek
out. Thus, in two areas where the nuclear family seems to be
the most strained and inadequate, child care and parent-child
separation, children's needs might be better met in a communal
setting
.
In addition to offering a healthy alternative to the
family, the communal life style is seen by some as having
important implications for other social problems, and for
community development. Kassel (1970) and Gordon (1972)
suggest that communal living may be an extremely good
solution to many of the difficulties which elderly persons
face. In Portland, Oregon, several groups of handicapped
persons have been formed. Many of these people had pre-
viously required institutional care, but by living together
they have achieved a high level of self sufficiency, and they
are now assisting others in coordinating similar arrangements.
Perhaps other persons normally requiring institutional care
(i.e., the mentally deficient) might find a communal arrange-
ment equally advantageous. And of course, the "halfway
house" facilities for the mentally ill, the drug addicted,
and the delinquent, in many instances involve a core group
of persons living communally.
Sands (1973) suggests the need for greatly expanded day
13
care and communal child rearing services for children in the
U.S. Such plans for child rearing services for disadvantaged
families might be extended to include the families themselves
through the development of communal approaches to low income
housing design and urban renewal programs.
The neighborhood commune which may involve several
houses that share in purchasing and property ownership, and
Stoller's concept of "the intimate network of families," (in
Otto, 1970) expand both the economic and interpersonal as-
pects of the communal style to a small community level.
Whether it is through food co-ops, shared property (automo-
biles, tools, gardens, etc.), community development groups
(home repair, landscaping, neighborhood parks, etc.), or
people development (shared child care, women's groups, family
groups, block parties, etc.), the communal approach appears
to have much to offer in the way of re-creating a sense of
belonging to a neighborhood or community. An extreme case
in point involving the redevelopment of a 144 block section
of the Park Slope section of Brooklyn is discussed in Packard
(1972), and Otto (1971) notes the possible application of the
communal life style to the design of entire new towns.
The communal movement is but one part of a larger move-
ment toward small group affiliations aimed at offsetting the
problems of fragmentation and alienation. Brown (1972) sees
the development of communes, affinity groups, micro- societies
,
consciousness raising groups, etc., as a means for launching
14
"a massive attack on all existing alienations; not only eco-
nomic, but also political, cultural, psychological, sexual,
and aesthetic."
Commenting on the necessity of small group involvement
in everyday life, Packard (1972) refers to a UNESCO sponsored
study of several countries and cultures which "developed four
criteria for a healthy society:
1) The important social groupings are small.
2) All aspects of life are closely integrated. Work,
for instance, is not something apart and distinct.
3) Social belonging is automatic.
4) Changes occur relatively slowly, and their purpose
and direction are apparent".
In their own way, the "reconstruct ionist" elements of
the commune movement appear to be working toward the re-
establishment of just such conditions in our society, and
their successes and failures should be of interest to all of
us. Although noting that communes (prior to 1972) still
seemed to be more symptomatic of, rather than a solution to,
the national problems Packard (1972) suggests that, "the
progress of those communes that prove durable should be fol-
lowed with keen analytic interest by behavioral scientists
and community planners for insights that may have applicabi-
lity in the present surge of interest in community develop-
ment" .
In summary , the present communal movement appears to
have evolved in many directions since its inception as a
"crash pad" and "drop out" phenomenon in the 1960 's. More
15
recent changes and developments in the communal concept seem
to have considerable utility for a wide variety of special
need and interest groups.
Some behavioral scientists see the communal life style
as a potentially valuable alternative to the nuclear family.
It may well be that many adult-adult and adult-child prob-
lems in the traditional family would be more easily resolved
in a communal setting.
Offshoots of the commune movement at the community level
seem capable of doing much to re-create a sense of community
and belongingness for people. Many of these people alliances
suggest useful models for the growing field of community de-
velopment and for the design of new communities. The commu-
nal philosophy thus appears to have considerable functional-
ity through a wide range of possible applications to social
problems in modern society.
A final perspective for evaluating the importance of
the communal movement may be found in the relationship be-
tween social structure and a democratic form of government.
Nisbet (1962) contends that the greatest appeal of a totali-
tarian party is its capacity to offer "a sense of moral co-
herence and communal membership" to those who feel a sense
of alienation and "exclusion from the ordinary channels of
belonging in a society," Goodman (1968) warns that there
seem to be only two alternative remedies to conditions of
anomie and alienation in a society. One is to move toward
16
complete centralization; the other is to de-centralize and
re-establish community. Perhaps the spontaneous re-creation
of community through the communal and small group movements
will provide an important channel for the equitable re-dis-
tribution of power to people, and the maintainence of a
truly democratic society.
Part I I : Problems
If on the one hand the commune movement appears to have
considerable potential as an alternative living style and in
its broader implications for social reconstruction, it has
on the other hand been beset with a wide range of problems
which have limited its success and cast doubt on its long
range viability. Most communal groups have had great diffi-
culty maintaining stable memberships, and the life span of
groups has been short. In one study, communes were found to
last on the average less than one year (Margolies, 1969).
There have been exceptions, but in comparison they are few.
Adding confusion to the picture is the fact that in many of
the more anarchistic communes there apparently is little
emphasis on stability or longevity, yet such groups are al-
most always included in studies on the success/failure rates
of communes.
On the basis of research to date, where there has been
little differentiation among types of communal arrangements,
communal living would appear to be a rather unworkable life
17
style, or at best a life style that is workable for only a
very small minority of individuals. Indeed, Veysey (1974),
concludes that the problems which communes face are probably
insurmountable, and that social conditions will only move
further away from a point which would make it possible for
people to pursue situations which would satisfy their needs
for community.
However, the communal movement itself is changing. The
almost purely anarchistic communes which comprised most of
the commune movement in its early days in the 1960 's are less
frequently established today, and other forms such as family
homesteads, cooperative villages, and neighborhood revitali-
zation are gaining in prominence (Gardener, 1973). Unlike
the earlier communes which pursued primitivism and escape,
the more current communal groups are likely to be more cog-
nizant of their interdependent relationship with the estab-
lished culture, and more actively involved in contributing
to the reconstruction of that culture (Conover, 1972).
The culture itself may also be changing in ways which
will create more opportunity for a role for communal arrange-
ments. With energy and other natural resources declining and
the possibility of a long term decline in the standard of
living ahead (Meadows, 1971; Roland, 1971), it may be that
uncontrolled growth will cease, mobility will be sharply
curtailed, and harder times will place a check on extreme
independence and individuality in life style. Under such
18
conditions, the values and hard earned lessons of the com-
munal movement may have much to offer to a society trying to
re-establish community and interdependence.
For these reasons, it is much too soon to dismiss the
communal movement as a fad which is soon to disappear under
a flood of complex problems. As a social movement its brief
eight or ten year history would barely place it beyond the
infancy stage, and its potential implications for attempts
to restore a sense of community in our society (noted in
Part I) , make it important to more closely examine those
kinds of communes that do work and the solutions to the major
problems of re-creating community which they may provide.
Literature on the commune movement contained many ana-
lytical studies of the factors which have contributed to the
failure or success of communes, but large scale research
studies are rare. A few important exceptions are the studies
of Kanter, previously mentioned, Ramey (1972b), and Levine,
Carr, and Horenblas (1973).
Kanter (1972a) , in her comparative analysis of nineteenth
century communes in the U.S., discusses most of the complex
variables which related to the successful or unsuccessful out-
come of these groups. Ramey presents a thorough listing of
problems which were typical in many of the modern urban com-
munes in his study. Levine, Carr, and Horenblas (1973) also
examine the urban commune, and discuss the problems and
potential of 30 groups located in Toronto, Montreal, Berkeley,
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and New York. With few exceptions, these three studies cover
all of the commonly mentioned problems found in the litera-
ture on communal living.
Variables related to the outcome of communal experiments,
can generally be categorized as environmental, group, or indi-
vidual variables. Environmental variables include such things
as attitudes of the local populace, climate, location, quality
of the physical facilities, etc. Group variables may include
organizational structure, interpersonal relationships, common
goals and/or philosophy, cohesiveness , etc. Individual vari-
ables include factors such as personality characteristics,
education, family background, maturity, needs, attitudes,
values, etc.
In addition to the separate variables within each of the
three categories, it is possible to visualize the interaction
of many of these variables. Thus it may be that an individual
leaves a particular group because his needs for orderliness
are frustrated by that group's loose organizational (manage-
ment) structure, the shortcomings of which are exaggerated by
the general condition of the facility.
The many variables and their possible interactions sug-
gest the staggering difficulty of developing a communal
living arrangement which would last for some considerable
period of time, maintain a stable membership, and provide a
high level of satisfaction for group members. However, these
variables differ greatly in their importance, and not all
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must be clearly understood or dealt with directly and con-
sciously. Rather, as in the traditional family, it is most
likely that if certain more basic conditions are reasonably
satisfactory, then a wide range of less satisfactory, less
important, conditions may be tolerated.
As noted, however, the research that might untangle
some of the complex dynamics of group living is rare and has
been difficult to pursue for several reasons. Part of the
problem is that much research needs to be longitudinal, and
studies already begun may take several more years to yield
results. In addition, the anti -establishment norms of many
communal groups have tended to exclude the behavioral scien-
tist, and where groups have made exceptions to this, it has
usually been on the understanding that research would be
limited to a participant/observer level without the use of
more sophisticated sociometric instruments.
Ranter's use of historical data on nineteenth century
communal experiments represents a novel approach for circum
venting some of these research problems while still attempt
ing to differentiate variables critical in determining the
probable success or failure of modern communes.
Kanter acknowledges, however, that most of today's com
munal living groups are different in several important ways
from the nineteenth century Utopian communities. She des-
cribes today's groups as usually being much smaller (six to
forty people), generally anarchistic in structure, and
21
content to seek a family- style intimacy, rather than having
a Utopian platform. She also notes that many of today's
groups do not seek longevity per se
, but feel rather that
change is a part of life and that the commune should be a
temporary and unstable system (1972a)
.
In spite of such differences, Kanter feels that at
least for groups which seek a long range community there are
a number of lessons from the past which apply to the present.
She concludes that:
those communes that develop common purpose, an inte-
grating philosophy, a structure for leadership and
decision-making, criteria for membership and entrance
procedures, organize work and property communally,
affirm their bonds through ritual, and work out inter-
personal difficulties through regular open confronta-
tion have a better chance of succeeding than those
that do not (Kanter, 1972b).
These characteristics of groups are felt to be related to
the level of commitment and cohesiveness in a group, and
hence to its longevity.
Ramey (1972b) followed the progress of eighty couples
in New York City over a period of eighteen months while they
were investigating the feasibility of developing communes or
group marriages. Ramey was able to avoid some of the re-
search problems mentioned because he was personally a primary
coordinating person for the people in the study. For this
reason, he was able to use a number of sociometric devices
and collected an extensive amount of data. Several such
living groups (three group marriages and three communes) did
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result, and in the process many problem areas were identified
which were felt to be typical of most urban communes.
However, Ramey primarily discusses the reasons which
motivated the couples to explore group living, and the process
of continuing evaluation and development. Little attention
is given to the role of the individual problem areas in rela-
tion to outcome. Ramey notes that his data reveal nothing
about the relative importance of the various problems. This
was also true of Kanter's findings.
The list of problem areas which first appeared in Ramey
(1972a) include the following:
decision-making procedures, group goals, ground rules,
prohibitions, intra- and extra-group sexual relations,
privacy, division of labor, role relationships, careers,
relationships with outsiders, degree of visibility,
legal jeopardy, dissolution of the group, personal
responsibilities outside the group (such as parental
support), geographic location, type of shelter, child
rearing practices, children, education of children,
group member career education, taxes, pooling assets,
income, legal structure, trial period, investment
policy, sequential steps in establishing the group,
and prerequisites for membership.
In addition, Ramey (in 1972a) notes that age, trust, and
time spent together having fun are also related to the suc-
cess of groups.
Levine, Carr, and Horenblas (1973), using observational
and interview methods, visited the 30 urban communes in their
study during a five month period of time collecting "basic
demographic, sociological, and psychological data...." They
indicate that common problems for these groups included:
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disagreements on use of space, division of labor, mess
noise, infringement on privacy, use and sharing of
money, child rearing practices, and sexuality...
external influences such as multiple or disproportion-
ate visitors, members joining or quitting quickly and
unexpectedly, and external harassment from the sur-
rounding community.
These authors also noted that, "probably most important, and
underlying the manifestations in concrete terms, were person-
ality conflicts and problems."
Most of these problem areas appear here and there
throughout the literature on communal living arrangements,
and different ones are seen as most critical by different
writers (sex, popular assumption; management, Kilgo, 1972;
child rearing, Ramey, 1972a; visibility, Schul terbrandt and
Nichols, 1972; etc.). Lacking the necessary research, how-
ever, there is little justification for assuming that any
given problem has greater relevance than any other problem
for the harmony and satisfaction of a group. Thus groups
lack vital foreknowledge for planning their structure and
organization, and when professional assistance services are
involved they tend to be limited more to trying to alleviate
problems as they develop rather than being able to provide
preventative guidance.
It seems likely that future research on group living
will begin to focus more closely on the role of these speci-
fic problem areas as they contribute to the growth or disin-
tegration of groups. However, before researching the problem
in depth, it would be desirable to be able to determine the
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relative importance of different problems in order to estab -
lish priorities for research
.
Purpose of the study
. The present study is intended to
be an initial step in that direction. Using a selected num-
ber of variables found in communal groups (chosen primarily
from Kanter and Ramey's research), the study attempts to
establish the relationship of these variables to the level
of satisfaction or dissatisfaction expressed by members of
such groups.
Satisfaction, rather than longevity, has been chosen
as the outcome criterion because of its wider applicability
to current communal living arrangements. As has been noted,
historical communities sought longevity and stability while
modern communal groups may be established either with the
intent of being long lasting and stable, or with the intent
of being transitory. If both types of groups are seen by
some as potentially serving worthwhile functions, then per-
haps research focused on longevity is of less importance than
research focused on some more basic outcome such as general
satisfaction. Indeed, it would seem that regardless of the
temporary or permanent nature of a group, the most crucial
outcome criterion would be the level of satisfaction one ex-
periences while a member of the group. (Eventually other
important and more objectively measurable criteria related
to the accomplishment of specific goals or functions may also
be found useful as measures of "success" in groups.)
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Furthermore, when longevity and stability are desired,
the level of satisfaction of members of these groups would
seem to be a crucial variable in their ability to sustain
themselves long enough to work through the many complex
issues of communal living and establish themselves as an
enduring group. Kanter (1972a) assumes, in fact, that sat-
isfaction was an integral component of longevity in the
nineteenth century communities.
Satisfaction is, in addition, an outcome measure which
allows for meaningful cross - sect ional research designs, and
aA/oids the information delay inherent with outcome measures
which are best used with longitudinal designs (i.e., longe-
vity, or stability of membership). As already mentioned,
many of today's communal living groups, either through intent
or failure, are short lived and do not last long enough for
the collection of longitudinal data.
Thus, regardless of the intended life span and stability
o£ the group, satisfaction seems to be the most basic measure
of success, and is also a measure which allows for the much
more rapid accumulation of data through cross - sect ional re-
search.
A consideration in the selection of particular variables
for research in this study is whether they fall in the cate-
gory of group or environmental variables (as discussed above)
.
This restriction is largely a matter of practicality. The
study of individual variables (except for normal demographic
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data) requires an amount of time, involvement, and openness
on the part of the persons involved that is still difficult
to obtain at present from commune members who tend to have a
high level of suspicion or opposition to scientific investi-
gation. Particularly troublesome in this regard is the re-
cruiting of respondents who are willing to take question-
naires measuring personality, attitudes, values, and needs.
Not only are instruments for measuring such variables usually
very lengthy and time consuming, but their use is frequently
viewed as an invasion of privacy and a denial of the unique
complexity of the individual.
From among environmental and group variables, three
environmental variables and 12 group variables have been
selected for this study. Altogether there are fifteen vari-
ables which arc seen as potentially having an important rela-
tionship to member satisfaction in group living arrangements.
The environmental variables include 1) the pleasantness of
community relations, 2) the quality of the housing facility,
and 3) the degree of isolation (from the surrounding commu-
nity) . The group variables include the degree of: 1) struc-
ture in the decision-making process, 2) structure in the man-
agement process, 3) communality of property, 4) privacy,
5) commonality of purpose, 6) ritual, 7) structure in the
conflict-resolution process, 8) intimacy, 9) communality of
sexual relationships, 10) communality of child rearing re-
sponsibilities, 11) equality between the sexes, and
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12) individuality. The descriptions of the variables are
as follows:
Environmental variables related to member satisfaction .
The Pleasantness of Community Relations is intended to be a
broader category for dealing with the issue of visibility.
Because of the counterculture norms of most communal arrange-
ments, visibility alone has been seen as a problem for most
groups (Schulterbrandt and Nichols, 1972). However, Otto
(1971) and Ramey (1972a) note that today's groups tend to
realize the importance of community relations and that many
actively attempt to establish a state of peaceful coexistence
with the surrounding community. Thus the general "pleasant-
ness" of community relations, when any exist (and they might
not for some urban communes) , is seen as more meaningful than
mere visibility. The literature strongly suggests that groups
which have a harmonious relationship with the surrounding
community are likely to be more satisfying for the members
than are groups which clash with that community.
The "Livability" of the Housing Facility refers to the
overall "livability" of the facility as determined by the
general condition of the building(s) and movable property.
Ramey (1972a) mentions "type of shelter" as one of the prob-
lem issues for groups, but it is unclear as to whether he is
referring to the "livability" of the shelter, or to some
other characteristic. However, "livability" is a broad term
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encompassing amount of space, functionality of the floor
plan, general creature comforts, the overall condition of
the facility, and the amount of upkeep required, and this
is assumed to include Ramey's concept of type of shelter.
Levine, Carr
, and Horenblas (1973) found that the lack of
space in a commune appeared to be directly related to more
unhappiness and interpersonal conflicts among the members.
"Livability ," as so defined, would thus seem likely to be
directly related to member satisfaction even though it may
run counter to the norms of many groups to have a facility
which smacks of too much comfort, or too much materialism.
Degree of Isolation refers to the extent to which group
members have suspended extra-group activities, including
social and occupational contact. Kanter (1972a) found that
a very high degree of isolation was typical of successful
nineteenth century communes, and that this was viewed as a
major factor behind the strong group feeling in these commu-
nities. However, the majority of modern communes do not
appear to be "isolationist" in the same sense as the histori-
cal communities. While they may maintain a certain isolation
in a remote location, or in the anonymity of the city, the
members continue to flow freely between the group and the
surrounding society. Ramey's (1972a) description of the
"evolutionary" type of commune, for example, indicates that
these communes have little desire for isolation, and involve-
ment in the larger society has been cited (above) as an
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important factor in influencing public opinion and reducing
outside pressure on such groups. Thus the positive effect of
isolation in the development of a strong group identity may-
conflict with the benefits of good community relations which
require a minimum of isolation. The result may be that some
compromise between the extremes of isolation and lack of iso-
lation will have the strongest relationship to member satis-
faction .
Group variables related to member satisfaction . Degree
of Structure in the Decision-Making Process refers to the
extent to which a structured process exists for handling
group issues (rules and policies, goals, economic and legal
concerns, etc.). Kanter (1972b) and Otto (1971) both note
the resistance of many groups toward establishing structure
or formal rules. Kanter notes, however, that in groups which
fail to organize their decision-making procedures the
development of group feeling is inhibited. Both Ramey
(1972a) and Otto (1971) give special attention to the impor-
tance of structured decision-making in the development of a
group, and Roberts (1971) suggests that a group cannot hope
to survive and establish economic self-sufficiency without
leadership and a functional decision-making process. Thus,
it would appear that the group antipathy to structure might
interact with the positive benefits of increasing structure
in their decision-making process in such a way that an extreme
imbalance in favor of either factor would lead to dissatis-
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faction. Consequently, high satisfaction of members would
seem most likely to be related to some moderate amount of
structure in the decision-making process.
Structure in the Management Process refers to the extent
to which a structured process for the handling of maintain-
ance chores and other responsibilities exists in the group.
Ramey (1972a) and Kilgo (1972) describe this variable as a
major fragmenting factor for many communal arrangements.
Again, as noted above in Otto (1971) the problem seems to be
that many groups see enforced structure as undesirable. How-
ever, without structure members frequently fail to meet their
obligations, and "disillusionment and demoralization" set it
(Otto, 1970b). As was the case for the decision-making pro-
cess, the resistance to implementing structure in the group
would also seem to limit the level of structure in the manage-
ment process such that beyond some point it would no longer
be perceived by group members as satisfying. So for manage-
ment too, we might expect some moderate amount of structure
to have the strongest relationship to member satisfaction.
Communality of Property refers to the extent to which
personal possessions and income are shared among group mem-
bers. Kanter's (1972a) research indicates that the complete
sharing of property and financial holdings was typical of
the successful communes of the nineteenth century. Ramey
(1972a) and Levine, Carr and Horenblas (1973) note, however,
that the pooling of assets and income is a typical problem
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issue for groups. With less than full sharing of property
and income many difficult to handle inequities arise. It
may be that Kanter's findings also apply here, or it may be
that the relationship between communality and member satis-
faction will depend on other characteristics of groups such
as intended permanence, stability, etc.
Degree of Privacy refers to the extent to which members
of a group can withdraw from group activity for relaxation,
quiet time, and personal privacy. Ramey (1972a) notes that,
because of the intense pressures in a group, privacy assumes
much greater importance than in a dyad. Levine, Carr, and
Horenblas (1973) found that as for space, the lack of pri-
vacy tended to exaggerate conflicts over otherwise "petty
and seemingly inconsequential issues." In their study on
urban communes. Stein, Polk, and Polk, (1975) found the lack
of privacy to be the most frequently reported problem in
these groups. However, Stoller (in Otto, 1970a) cautions
against seeing privacy as an absolute need, and suggests that
most Americans are just accustomed to more privacy than exists
in communal - 1 ike groups. And, of course, excess privacy would
defeat the purpose of most groups, and very likely threaten
their existence. This suggests that privacy would likely be
related to member satisfaction up to the point that it begins
to inhibit the development of interpersonal relationships and
a necessary degree of involvement in group affairs.
Commonality of Purpose refers to the extent to which
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group members perceive their group to have common goals and
an integrating philosophy. Ramey (1972a) defines "goal direc-
tedness" as "...behavior that permits and promotes the growth
of the group in a shared direction." Kanter (1972b) sees
this issue as essential to the group's struggle for defining
who they are
; for having a goal, idea, or symbol that "gets
it all together." Thus, it would seem that commonality of
purpose would be an important factor in the satisfaction of
group members (with the exception of highly anarchistic groups
where development of common purpose might become a major
source of dissention)
.
Degree of Ritual refers to the extent to which groups
have regular group activities, above and beyond those required
by routine obligations, which bring members together to share
in special experiences. Kanter (1972b) notes the role of
dance, prayer, encounter or sensory-awakening exercises, and
meditation-like exercises in this regard. Ramey (1972a)
stresses the role of fun and play in maintaining togetherness
in a group. However, ritual as defined here, would seem to
encroach on privacy and individuality when present in excess,
suggesting that the amount of ritual might be expected to
relate to satisfaction up to the point at which it begins to
interfere with these other needs of group members.
Degree of Structure in the Confl ict -Resolution Process
refers to the extent to which a structured process for re-
solving interpersonal conflicts exists within a group.
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Kanter (1972b) in particular stresses the importance of
regular meetings to confront interpersonal issues. Otto
(1971) also supports the need for such a structure, and he,
as well as Rogers (1970), and Constantine and Constantine
(in Gordon, 1972), suggests that groups might profit from
the inclusion of outside professional human relations train-
ers in this process. Most groups place a high priority on
open communications and the resolution of interpersonal con-
flict, but the opposition of groups to formal structure may
limit the amount of structure in the conflict resolution
process that would be acceptable to most group members.
Like other "structure" variables, this would suggest that
satisfaction is likely to be highest when a moderate amount
of structure exists in the conflict resolution process.
Degree of Intimacy refers to the extent to which members
exhibit feelings of affection, trust, and openness for each
other. This variable appears as a potential problem issue
less frequently in the literature, perhaps because high levels
of intimacy are often assumed to be present in communal groups.
Ramey (1972a) and Kanter 1972b) mention trust as a facilita-
ting factor in the development and flexibility of organiza-
tion in a group, but they do not list it as a major problem
area. However, intimacy as defined here might be expected
to be an extremely powerful variable the presence of which
might override much dissatisfaction from other sources in a
group, and the absence of which would seem to be sufficient
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to lead to the disintegration of a group. There would seem
to be a strong likelihood of a direct relationship between
the level of intimacy in a group (as here defined) and the
satisfaction of the members.
Communality of Sex Relationships refers to the position
of the group's practices regarding sexual relationships on a
continuum ranging from celibacy to free love. Kanter (1972a)
discusses the complexity of the sex issue in group living,
and notes that all but one of the successful nineteenth cen-
tury communal societies in her study adopted either celibacy
or free love in order to avoid the difficult dynamics of in-
between arrangements. She also notes that many of today's
groups discourage or eliminate pairing off, or exclusive
attachments, because such arrangements lead to hostility and
jealousy (1972b). Constantine and Constantine (1972b) note
that strict adherence to monogamy serves the same function
of decreasing conflict. Ramey (1972b) suggests that in group
marriage a higher survival potential should be found in cases
where all are ambisexual and pair-bonded across all combina-
tions, than in cases where one or more persons are mono-
sexual. The consistent element running through these find-
ings and hypotheses seems to be the issue of equity in rela-
tionships. In fact, jealousy should not arise unless inequity
exists. However, as affection and intimacy develop between
members of a group, inequity will likely result under all
conditions except for celibacy and an enforced form of free
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love. Kanter (1972a) notes that while celibacy was most
common in nineteenth century communes, free love would be
the overwhelming choice today. However, sex is a heavily
value laden issue for many people and a group which prac-
ticed free love would potentially stand in such sharp con-
trast to the early socialized values of many of the members
as to make the arousal of strong feelings of guilt, and
anxiety, extremely likely. In fact, the findings of Mel-
ville (1972), and Levine, Carr, and Horenblas (1973) indicate
that sexual relationships within many groups are surprisingly
traditional, suggesting that these groups choose to reduce
conflict in sexual relationships by restricting rather than
encouraging more complex patterns of sexual behavior. In
terms of the relationship between sex norms and member sat-
isfaction, it would appear that satisfaction would depend on
the strength of negative feelings resulting from more extreme
sexual behavior (free love) versus the frustration and
jealousy in inequitable, but less extreme, behaviors. The
interaction of these two dynamics suggests that a strict
monogamy, or a very moderate degree of communality in sex
relationships would have the greatest likelihood of leading
to member satisfaction.
Communality of Child Rearing Responsibilities refers to
the extent to which child rearing responsibilities are handled
in a fully shared manner among all adults without regard for
biological ties (as opposed to being handled primarily, or
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exclusively, by the biological parents). Kanter (1972a)
found that in line with the emphasis on non-exclusivity in
adult relationships, long lasting communes of the nineteenth
century also implemented (apparently successfully) the full
communal sharing of child rearing responsibilities. Ramey
(1972a), however, suggests that child rearing presents many
problems in modern communal living arrangements (which did
not exist in nineteenth century communes because of their
isolation from the larger society, their longevity, and their
authoritarian structures). He notes specifically the problem
of agreeing upon child rearing practices, and the problem of
the compatibility and adjustment of the children themselves.
It seems unlikely that issues of jealousy and competitiveness
over both issues of responsibility and affection in child-
adult relationships would not also arise.
The fuller sharing of children tends to be a desired
goal of most groups, and may help in the development of a
desired sense of being a "family." However, the benefits of
developing a sense of "family," through the communal rearing
of the children, may be limited by the conflict over children
which this sharing creates. This suggests that some combina-
tion of parental and communal responsibility for children
would be likely to relate to higher levels of (adult) member
satisfaction.
Degree of Equality Between the Sexes refers to the
equitable division of both domestic and occupational
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responsibilities between men and women in a group. Sex-role
equality is supposed to be one of the advantages of group
living over the nuclear family (Whitehurst, 1972). Ramey
(1972a) suggests that more complex and rewarding male-female
relationships depend on the prior existence of equality for
their development, and that the various alternative life
styles offer unique opportunities for the development of a
genuine equality between the sexes. However, on closer
examination, role equality, more complex interpersonal rela-
tionships, and the ideally fair distribution of individuality
and freedom in male-female dyads appears to be difficult to
achieve even in communal groups where awareness of and concern
over sexual inequality may be high. Otto (1971) and Berger,
et_. al_. (1971) note that communal groups appear to have great
difficulty with the issue of equality, and that traditional
sex roles tend to be maintained. However, the equality of
the sexes is likely to vary greatly with the nature of the
commune involved. In bare subsistence communes people tend
to end up working at what they do best, and sex roles tend to
be maintained. In patriarchal communes women are often given
traditional sex role expectation within the hierarchy. Equal-
ity is more likely in communes with anarchistic orientations,
but many of these are also subsistence communes. Equality
appears to be most likely to become a reality in the new
breed of urban and middle class communes such as Ramey 's
"evolutionary" communes. These differences among communes
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suggest that sexual equality, and the relationship of sexual
equality to member satisfaction, is likely to be highly vari-
able within the commune movement at the present time.
Degree of Individuality refers to the extent to which
members of groups feel that they are able to retain their
autonomy and personal freedom. The norms of the majority of
today's communal living arrangements are ones which espouse
the importance of the individual over society, and stress the
value of the human being and the desirability of actualizing
the human potential of each individual (Berger, et_. al .
,
1972) . The ideology of such groups thus appears to be highly
protective of the individuality of its members. However,
Bettelheim (1969) makes apparent the near complete loss of
individuality in the communal settlements in Israel (kibbut-
zim)
,
and Kanter (1972a) makes it clear that there was little
tolerance for individuality in the nineteenth century communes
in her study. Even granting the important differences in
goals and ideologies of the Israeli and nineteenth century
communes compared to those of present day communes, one may
wonder whether modern groups which also seek a strong sense
of community would not also have to restrict individuality
to accomplish this. Smith (1972) feels that, particularly
in more structured groups, the management responsibilities
and pressure on individuals to acceed to group needs, may
well undermine individualism and the opportunities for growth
and development in the group.
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Veysey, (1974) suggests, however, that it is not the
loss of individuality, but rather the strong emphasis on
the absolute primacy of individuality which is the most
singularly important reason for the dissolution of communes,
and the likely eventual failure of the communal movement.
By definition it would seem that a group must restrict indi-
viduality, and Fuchs (1972) suggests that some degree of in-
dividuality might well be traded off in favor of the bene-
fits of a bonding dependence of affection and warmth. This
is congruent with group norms which place a premium on the
development of intimate relationships.
Group norms supportive of individuality may thus be
limited by other norms which place a high degree of impor-
tance on the level of affection and warmth between persons.
This suggests a necessary compromise and moderate levels of
individuality seem most likely to relate to high satisfac-
tion among group members.
Individual and group demographic variables related to
member satisfaction . In addition to these 15 major vari-
ables, the study will also examine the relationship to
satisfaction of a number of individual and group demo-
graphic variables (see Appendix I, Part E, and Part F)
,
The individual demographic data will be used to determine
whether variables such as age, sex, marital status, socio-
economic level, educational and occupational background
of parents, presence or absence of children, etc., would
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have any relationship to satisfaction in group living situ-
ations.
Group demographic variables will be studied in an attempt
to determine whether any are useful in the classifying of
groups into "types" which tend to be more or less satisfying
for the members. The group variables include size, location,
longevity, stability, s ingles -couples composition, intended
permanence, type of organizational structure, original selec-
tion process, admission requirements, the use of professional
assistance from persons skilled in human relations training,
etc
.
With reference to the general literature factors such as
small size, long life span, high stability, and strict ad-
missions requirements might be expected to be characteristic
of groups having a high level of satisfaction among the mem-
bers. Expectancies for the remainder of the variables are
less clear on the basis of the literature.
In summary , it has been suggested that, although faced
with many complex problems, the communal movement is a young
and evolving social phenomenon with many possible useful
applications in contemporary society. Although long range
viability remains uncertain, continued research on the part
of behavioral scientists may make it possible to determine
those factors which are most critical in attempts to re-
create community in contemporary American society and in
communes in particular.
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Many specific problems in the development and mainte-
nance of communes have been identified in the literature, but
little is yet known about the relative importance of these
problems to the successful outcome of communal experiments.
It is important to those who try communal life, and to those
who would provide facilitative services to these groups, that
we gain a better understanding of the primary and secondary
importance of different problems so that guidelines may be
provided for the planning and development of communal arrange-
ments, and the probability of success enhanced.
The present study is an attempt to examine three basic
issues related to group living:
a) Which of the more common problem issues typically
found in group living arrangements appear to have the
greatest bearing on member satisfaction,
b) what is the relationship of certain individual and
group demographic variables to member satisfaction, and
c) what are the characteristics of those types of groups
which appear to have the greatest potential as an en-
during and stable alternative life style.
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CHAPTER II
METHOD
Sub j ects :
During July and August, 1973, the researcher obtained
information used in this study from 20 communal groups loca-
ted in Amherst and Boston, Massachusetts, and in an area of
about a 30 mile radius around Amherst, A written question-
naire (Appendix I) was used as the primary method of collec-
ting data from four kinds of group living arrangements in-
cluding "evolutionary," or urban, communes
, service communes,
expanded families, and student houses (Appendix II). It was
the intent of the present study to examine communal arrange-
ments which were somewhat more closely related to mainstream
society, and thus perhaps more likely to have an expanding
role and applicability in modern society. For this reason,
more extreme counter culture groups (i.e., highly anarchistic,
"drop-out" groups), and larger communal communities, which
may be more self-contained and isolated, were not included in
the sample.
Further criteria for the selection of groups included
the following:
a. Groups should contain three to six couples plus
children or five to 12 adults (singles, or singles
and couples) plus children. These restrictions were
based on the feeling that a group composed of less
than five persons does not include the full range of
complexities to be representative of typical group
living arrangements, and any group of more than 12
adults plus children was felt to be overly complex
and less representative of most groups currently in
existence.
b. Groups should have existed for at least six months.
Because of high mobility in many communal groups,
this requirement was based on a core membership of
a majority of the present members in the group at
the time. Six months was chosen as a time limit
which might allow most groups to begin to settle
into a particular pattern and at the same time not
completely eliminate important dynamics of younger
groups
.
c. Groups should be approximately evenly distributed
between urban and rural settings.
d. A group should not be classifiable as a group mar-
riage. Both Ramey (1972a), and Constantino and
Constantine (1971) , note a number of important
differences in group dynamics between group mar-
riages and most communes. Because group marriages
may differ significantly from other communal arrange-
ments, none were included in the present sample of
groups
e. Groups included in the study should not have a
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strong religious or philosophical orientation. A
strong unifying variable may overshadow and confound
other aspects of group life of considerable impor-
tance in the day-to-day existence of groups which do
not share a strong common ideology.
Using the above criteria, approximately 70 groups were
located in the indicated areas. Approximately 50 of these
groups were actually contacted, and 29 agreed to participate
in the study.
There were no apparent consistencies in the reasons that
were given by groups which chose not to participate. Most
frequently groups declined because of the difficulty in
getting members together at any one time during that part of
the summer when many were traveling or moving, or when the
groups themselves were moving from one location to another.
Some groups courteously declined on the basis of a reluctance
to be participants in research, or have their group dynamics
possibly influenced by the research.
Additionally, some groups in the Boston area had recently
participated in another large scale lesearch study being con-
ducted at that time and were hesitant to immediately become
involved in another research project. Several groups which
had initially agreed to participate in the research later
declined to respond to the questionnaire. The final sample
included 20 groups and 98 individuals.
These 20 groups ranged in size from five to 14 adults,
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with eight being the mean. The most common group size was
five, and then seven. Only six of the groups had children,
including one group which had eight foster children.
The number of persons from urban, suburban and rural
groups were about equally divided with approximately one
third of the sample from each type of location. The suburban
category, however, was somewhat confounded by the need to
categorize groups in the town of Amherst in that category
along with groups in suburban areas of Boston.
Most of the groups had been in existence for one to two
years, and approximately 70 % of the groups had existed for
more than one year. Only one group had a mean age of less
than six months, this due to the summer turnover of students
in the group, and only one group had existed for more than
three years.
The ages of individuals in the study ranged from 19 to
47, but the mean age was 25 and the majority of persons (86^)
were in their twenties. The number of men and women was
almost equal with 48 males and 50 females. However, partly
because smaller groups were likely to include an odd number
of persons, for example five or seven, there usually was a
slight imbalance one way or the other in sexes within a given
group. Members were more likely to be single (78%), or
divorced (11-6). Only 11% of the persons in the groups were
married, and one of these was not living with the spouse.
The length of time that participants had been members of
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their groups ranged from one to 48 months while the average
person had been a member of the group for just over 12 months.
Over half had been members of at least one other group prior
to their present group, and the average person had lived in
communal arrangements for approximately two years.
As has been generally reported in the literature, the
majority of persons who have been involved in exploring com-
munal life styles tend to be from the middle class strata of
society. This was also true of the sample in this study.
Based on a combined measure of father's level of education
and father's occupation, over 75^6 of the group members were
from middle or upper class families. The number of years of
education of the members themselves ranged from 11 to 26 with
an average of 16. Most (96%) had some education beyond high
school, and 55^ were college graduates. Many, however, were
not employed in occupations commensurate with their levels
of education. Only 17% were currently working in white collar
or professional positions, and only 8% were earning above
nine thousand dollars a year. However, economic indexes of
socio-economic status are less meaningful within the counter-
culture because of the emphasis on more simple, less compe-
titive, and less achievement oriented work styles.
Overall, the groups comprising the final sample met the
initial criteria for selection quite well. An exception was
the inclusion of one group which did not quite meet the mini-
mum age requirement of six months, but which appeared to meet
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most other criteria for the sample. Another exception was
the number of groups in which there were no children (nearly
two thirds). This fell far short of initial expectations,
but might have been anticipated in that more family oriented
communes com.prised only one of several different kinds of
communes intended to be studied.
Instrument :
Data was collected primarily by means of a 13 page ques
tionnaire comprised of five different sections (Appendix I).
The questionnaire contained several different measures of
satisfaction, and items relating to selected problem areas
in group living described in the literature and discussed in
the Introduction, Part I of the present paper. Additionally
demographic data on individuals in groups was requested.
The questionnaire was designed to provide several esti-
mates of satisfaction to be used as outcome measures, as dis
cussed in the Introduct ion (pp. 24-25) , to which various
aspects of the selected problem areas in groups might be
compared in order to examine their relative importance as
contributors to the success or failure of groups.
The first page of the questionnaire consisted of an
introduction to the study and directions for completing the
questionnaire. This page was presented orally and provided
a focus around which to get group members settled down and
working together on the questionnaire.
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Part A consists of seven items which were intended to
provide a somewhat indirect, global estimate of one's overall
satisfaction with their group. A total score for self-
reported "overall satisfaction" (SUMPARTA) was derived by
summing these seven items. The response format for all but
item #6 of this section is a ten point continuum between
opposite extremes of a particular dimension or variables.
The ten point continuum was used throughout much of the
questionnaire and was intended to elicit less resistance to
a questionnaire format by providing more psychological room
to respond to the items.
Part B of the questionnaire was composed of 45 items
which asked each group member to indicate a) the presence of,
b) the desirability of, and c) the degree of satisfaction
felt with, each of the 15 major problem areas or variables in
group living which have been discussed above. Each member
was asked to respond on the basis of his own feelings, and
not on the basis of what he perceived the group's feeling to
be, or on the basis of some objective reality. The intent
of this section was to determine the specific satisfaction of
individuals relative to the selected problem areas. However,
it was expected that individual perceptions of these variables
might differ considerably, and that individual preferences
would differ and be related to both perceptions and the degree
of satisfaction. Thus, it was theorized that a respondent
would be more likely to make a more considered response to
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each satisfaction item (c) if first led to examine and speci-
fy how he perceived the issue in his/her group (item a)
,
and how desirable he felt the issue to be for that group
(item b) .
Part C of the questionnaire was a somewhat different
approach to a measure of satisfaction based on the ratings
of others rather than self report. Each individual in a
group was asked to categorize all group members, including
themselves, into one of three categories, "more satisfied,"
"satisfied," or "less satisfied," and to then rank order
individuals within each category. A total "overall satis-
faction" score was computed for each individual by summing
the rank positions given him by each of the other persons
in the group. It was felt that the ratings of others, based
on observed behaviors, might serve to support other measures
of satisfaction, or might provide a somewhat different, and
perhaps more realistic measure of satisfaction if certain
response biases were excessively strong in self reported
satisfaction measures.
Part D of the questionnaire was a summary section
assessing attitudes toward the research and including several
"check" items which might provide clues to the amount of
attention given to the questionnaire, and to the consistency
of responses. Item #3 was designed to be another estimate
of global satisfaction, and was included as a post hoc check
against Part A, or for possible inclusion in the list of
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items in Part A, the overall estimate of satisfaction.
Part E and Part F of the questionnaire requested indi-
vidual demographic data (Part E) , and group demographic data
(Part F)
.
Part F was not included with each questionnaire
but was filled out separately in a brief interview with one
or two group members most knowledgeable of the group's
history as a result of a leadership role, or their longevity
in the group.
Parts A and C of the questionnaire were thus considered
to be measures of satisfaction to which responses from the
a, b, and c items of Part B, and the demographic data could
be related statistically. The questionnaire was intended to
require a maximum of 45 minutes to complete. The interview
for Part F was expected to require an additional 10 to 15
minutes. Both of these time limits were comfortably met in
almost all of the groups surveyed.
Procedure :
Groups included in the study were located in several
different ways. Urban groups in the Boston area were located
primarily through classified ads in university and under-
ground newspapers. In rural areas, groups were often ini-
tially located through contact with members of local food
cooperatives. It was often the case in rural areas that
contact with one group would lead to a referral to additional
groups. However, this was not always the case as some groups
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willing to participate in the study themselves were hesitant
to be responsible for the involvement of any other group.
Additionally, some groups were located through word of mouth
communications within the university community, and through
persons met while hitchiking in the Amherst area. Locating
a rural commune was usually then followed by a personal visit
to the commune to discuss the research project.
The use of classified ads to locate the urban communes
usually meant that the initial contact in these cases was
done by telephone. Telephone contacts seemed much less
effective in gaining the agreement of a group to participate
in the study. Even so, approximately two out of every three
urban groups contacted agreed to at least have an initial
meeting with the researcher to discuss the project. For the
most part this means of locating and contacting groups worked
quite effectively, and there were only a few instances in
which groups originally agreeing to participate in the study
decided at the last moment not to.
Whenever possible, the questionnaire was administered
following the evening meal for a group. It was hoped that
visiting a group to share in the evening meal would help
establish some rapport with group members prior to the
administration of the questionnaire and that after supper
would be a time during the day when most of the group members
would be present. This procedure worked quite well for the
most part, but in larger groups it was rarely possible to
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find a time when all members were present. No follow-up on
missing members was attempted because of the high probability
that the questionnaire would be discussed prior to the time
that the researcher would return.
Following the meal the questionnaire was presented while
members sat around the supper table or adjourned together to
a common living area. The presentation began with an expla-
nation and discussion of the purposes of the research and the
directions to the questionnaire presented on the first page
of the questionnaire. Individuals and groups were assured
of anonymity in the report of the data, and were given the
opportunity to indicate whether or not they wished feedback
of the final results of the study. After going over general
directions for the first part of the questionnaire, the re-
searcher provided additional individual directions at the
start of Parts B and C of the questionnaire. Subjects were
cautioned to complete the parts of the questionnaire in
sequence and to not discuss the contents of the questionnaire
with each other until all had finished. Aside from making
sure the printed directions were understood, the researcher
was careful to not excessively elaborate upon directions in
order that the framework for responding would remain as con-
sistent as possible from one group to the next. In most in-
stances the questionnaires were finished and collected on the
same evening. In a few instances where individuals came in
during the evening and began late, the researcher returned
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at a later time to collect that individual's questionnaire.
Several problems were encountered during the course of
conducting the research. As expected, a suspiciousness of
the researcher's motivations and intentions and a guarded
cautiousness toward the nature of the research were encoun-
tered in most instances. Much discussion and interrogation
of the researcher generally preceeded the administration of
the questionnaire. At a personal level the members of groups
tended to be exceptionally hospitable and cordial to the
researcher, and only on rare occasion did the researcher
encounter antagonistic or hostile situations. Individuals
were usually quite frank about their attitudes and feelings
regarding the research, or their individual needs of the
moment which conflicted with taking time for the question-
naire, while at the same time graciously offering a dinner
plate or a smoke. :
The most specific objection to the research was the
questionnaire format, and whether groups participated in the
study, or refused to do so, in most instances the researcher
was offered the opportunity to "really" get to know the people
in the group by coming to live with them for a while. Quite
often, members felt that the real nature of their group was
defined by intangibles that could not be neatly labeled or
discussed in the context of "doing research." This sense of
spontaneity and uniqueness which many groups seem to feel,
and their subsequent tendency to doubt the validity of formal
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research within their midst, was perhaps best summarized by
the following quote returned to the researcher on an other-
wise blank questionnaire:
Mephistophales: Quite so! But just don't fret too much,
10 no avail, because just when ideas fail
Words will crop up, and timely you will find them.
With words you can most excellently dispute.
Words can a system constitute.
In words you can put faith and not be shaken.
And from a word not one iota can be taken.
(Faust)
This individual had most excellently debated his case for
several hours earlier in the evening. The researcher
attempted to respond to these concerns by acknowledging the
uniqueness of individuals and groups while suggesting that
there nonetheless seem to be certain dynamics and problems
which groups tend to have in common, and that the present
research was aimed at better understanding these commonalities.
Generally it was a few of the somewhat more counter-
culture, and often anarchistic, groups in which the researcher
had greatest difficulty gaining the acceptance and partici-
pation of the members. Holding rather different perspectives
on the potential role (or lack of responsibility for any role)
of the counter-culture in American society, the researcher
and members of some of these groups often failed to establish
a common ground from which to precede. It was decided that
another college student who might be able to establish a
better rapport with this type of group would be helpful, and
a student familiar to the researcher and familiar with the
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research was solicited for this particular problem. The
questionnaire was co-administered to several groups first
to insure a reasonable consistency in the presentation of
the questionnaire.
Another problem encountered in the research was the
tendency of one or two persons who were more outspoken and
negative towards the research to thereby influence the rest
of the group to not participate in the study because of the
differences in opinion. Many groups felt the need to be
together in their decision regarding the research and one
person opposed to it in several instances led to the loss of
participation of all group members. In one instance sharp
dissention developed in a group between some members who were
desirous of a more cohesive group and saw the research as a
focus for analysing and discussing their lack of integration,
and other group members more anarchist ically inclined who did
not want to raise or deal with some of these group issues.
The friction in this group was made more evident by the deci-
sion of part of the members to go ahead and complete the
questionnaire in spite of the refusal of the several other
members. This type of decision was rare, however, and in
most instances one or two more anarchistic voices tended to
override the interests of group members who viewed the re-
search as potentially contributing valuable information or a
valuable experience to their attempts to establish a greater
level of community within their group.
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Another aspect of group dynamics which made research
somewhat more difficult was the very unstructured, unplanned
quality in the environment of many of the groups. Although
members might be fully aware of the arranged time for the
researcher to be there and his intent to meet with them
following the evening meal, people in numerous instances had
a tendency to simply drift off and begin doing other things,
or turn on the record player and begin smoking pot. Often
they would see little reason to take the questionnaire at the
time, and would want to take it with them to finish when
convenient. Each of these kinds of difficulties would create
the need for the researcher to attempt to initiate a bit more
structure in the situation, and this sometimes made it diffi-
cult to maintain a newly gained rapport within a group.
In general, the movement of people presented difficulties
in doing the research. Movement in and out of a group made
it difficult to schedule a time to administer the question-
naire, and vacations, travel, movement of groups to new faci-
lities and the leaving and joining of new members, resulted
in the loss of a significant number of groups contacted from
inclusion in the study.
Many of these problems which resulted in delays in the
research and a shrinkage in the size of the sample desired
for the study, were a result of the approach to the research
itself. Others were the result of relatively uncontrollable
circumstances such as group activities at that given time of
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year, and still others were simply a result of the right of
these groups to not participate in a process with which they
have strong philosophical disagreements. Most of these prob-
lems were anticipated in advance, and did not significantly
interfere with the original research design. Overall, the
previously mentioned warmth and straight-forwardness of the
vast majority of individuals in these groups cannot be over-
emphasized, and the research preceded quite smoothly as a
result
.
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CHAPTER III
RESULTS
It will be recalled that this study had three purposes
in examining a sample of current group living arrangements.
One was to examine the relative importance of various major
problem issues for groups in determining the level of satis-
faction of group members. It was hypothesized that not all
of the fifteen problem issues selected for the study would be
of equal importance, but that some more basic or overriding
problems would be primary determinants of satisfaction. The
second purpose was to examine the relationship of selected
group and individual demographic variables to the level of
satisfaction of group members. The third purpose of the study
was to examine the characteristics of groups which might relate
to the likelihood of their survival as a viable alternative
living style in American society. In addition, responses to
the questionnaire provide a general picture of the ways in
which members of current groups in the sample experience the
major problem issues noted in the literature, and how these
groups may resemble, or differ from, historical communities
and earlier groups of the 1960's in regard to these particular
problems
.
Traditional Problems in Current Group Living Arrangements :
Beyond the demographic data presented in Chapter II, the
45 a, b, and c items of Part B of the Questionnaire provide
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further information about the characteristics and dynamics of
the groups in the present study. The mean, median, standard
deviation, and simple (Pearson) correlation with "overall
satisfaction" (abbreviated as SUMPARTA as noted in Chapter II),
for each of these items are presented in Table 2. For descrip-
tive purposes this data can be grouped into the following
several categories: (a) relationship with the surrounding
community, (b) livability of the facility, (c) structure,
(d) cohesiveness, (e) individuality, (f) sexual relationships,
(g) sexual equality, and (h) child rearing practices.
Relationship with the surrounding community includes the
"degree of isolation" of a group and the "pleasantness of
community relations." Referring to Table 2, it can be seen
that overall the respondents in the sample perceived their
relationships with the surrounding community to be moderately
positive (the mean of 6.87 being roughly in the middle of the
upper half of the ten point continuum on which individuals
responded)
,
while perceived isolation for groups is moderately
low. The difference between what group members perceive and
what they desire on these two factors is small and, for both,
individuals indicate a moderately high degree of satisfaction.
Most groups in the sample appear to enjoy a reasonably har-
monious relatedness to their surrounding environments, and
their existence appears to be much less threatened by stresses
resulting from external factors than was true for many earlier
communes
.
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The livability of the facility includes that one specific
item, and groups generally reported moderately high livability
for their facilities. Group members indicate that they do see
livability as quite desirable and as a whole feel that their
situations are at least moderately satisfactory. The moderate
correlations with SUMPARTA of the item "perceived livability"
(.36) and the item "satisfaction with livability" (.41) indi-
cate that when livability does differ from the average situ-
ation it may become influential as a factor in determining how
satisfying a group may be for its members.
Structure includes the three items regarding structure in
the decision making process, the management process, and the
conflict resolution process. On the average members in the
sample indicate a moderate to moderately low amount of struc-
ture in their group, and structure seems to be only moderately
desired. However, satisfaction with structure also is reported
on the average to be only moderate or moderately high, which
perhaps reflects the conflict for groups noted in the liter-
ature between a need for specific responsibilities and some
orderly process and a reluctance to impose on individual free-
dom or to "lay a trip" on anyone. All three of the individual
items pertaining to satisfaction with structure have simple
correlations with SUMPARTA of approximately .40 to .45,
suggesting that the issue of structure in these three different
areas may have considerable bearing on how satisfying a group
is for its members.
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Cohesiveness includes those items relating to a concept
of group togetherness, "communality of property," "degree of
intimacy," "degree of ritual" and "communality of purpose."
Perhaps somewhat surprisingly all of these items are perceived
to exist at only moderate levels. Satisfaction also tends to
be reported as moderate, but on the other hand the desirabilit
of these aspects of cohesiveness is also indicated to be only
moderate. An exception is the "degree of intimacy" (openness,
trust, etc.) which is rated as highly desirable. Most of
these items have at least moderate correlation with SUMPARTA
(r
.30) and as a group would seem likely to be highly in-
fluential in determining satisfaction.
Individuality includes the item "degree of individuality,
and may also include to some extent "degree of privacy," in as
much as privacy relates to individual rather than group needs.
Responses to the a, b, c parts of these two items tend to be
consistently high indicating that people desire, believe they
have, and are satisfied with the degree of privacy and indivi-
duality which they have within their groups. The correlations
of these items with SUMPARTA, however, tend to be rather low
(r < .30), apparently indicating that the report of high satis
faction on these specific items may be largely unrelated to
overall satisfaction with the group experience.
Sexual relations refers to the item "communality of sex
relationships," and mean scores for the individual parts of
this item indicate that most individuals perceive a rather low
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level of sexual availability among members within their group,
and that for the most part this is seen as desirable. Satis-
faction with this apparently more limited sexual availability
appears to be at least moderately high and positively, but not
strongly, correlated with SUMPARTA (r < .30).
Sexual equality refers to the item "degree of equality
between the sexes." Individuals report a quite high degree of
sexual equality in their groups, but see this as even more
highly desirable. On the average satisfaction with sexual
equality is rated high, but still somewhat less than desired.
The relationship of satisfaction with sexual equality to
SUMPARTA is positive but mild (r < .30).
It should be noted that the c, or satisfaction, items for
the last three categories (i.e., individuality, sexual rela-
tions, and sexual equality) have strongly skewed distributions
(median scale scores of approximately 8.5). It follows that
the apparent low correlations of the satisfaction items in
these three categories with SUMPARTA may be more an artifact
of their distributions than a true estimate of their relation-
ship to SUMPARTA. Thus while low levels of satisfaction with
these variables might have considerable effect on a member's
overall satisfaction, the uniformly high scores of respondents
in the present study would fail to demonstrate this relation-
ship and, as is the case, show only a weak correlation between
these variables and SUMPARTA.
Child rearing practices refers to the item "communality
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of child rearing practices." As previously noted only about
one third of the groups included children. Because of the
small number of adults responding to this item (27), the item
was not included in the main body of data. Means for the a,
b, and c items were calculated however and all were moderately
high. The mean for "perceived presence" of communality of
child rearing practices was 7.7. The means for the "desira-
bility of" and "satisfaction with" items were 7.4 and 7.3
respectively. Apparently for these groups with children,
child rearing tended to be a group responsibility with which
most people were quite satisfied.
In summary
,
the groups in the sample appear to enjoy
adequate relationships with their surrounding environment,
and tend to have at least moderately sufficient living facili-
ties. Internally they appear to have somewhat less structure
than many members might want, and seem to maintain only moder-
ate levels of cohesiveness
.
The degree of individuality and
personal freedom seems high and may take priority when in
conflict with issues related to structure and commitment to
the group. Sex relationships among group members tend to be
somewhat restricted and/or more confined to pair-bond relation-
ships. Within these groups sexual equality appears to be
quite high, while still falling somewhat short of what most
members would desire. In the few groups including children,
child rearing tends to be a shared group responsibility.
These results suggest that on the whole the groups in this
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sample may have less difficulty with external pressures and
some internal stresses than was the case for early communal
experiments in the 1960's. However many long standing prob-
lems for groups relating to structuring themselves and devel-
oping a sense of community and commitment, especially as these
may conflict with desired levels of individuality, apparently
continue to present difficulties for these groups as well.
Problems of Groups and Their Relative Importance in Deter -
mining Satisfaction :
The a, b, c responses to the 15 variables in Part B of
the Questionnaire were designed to measure respectively the
"perceived presence," "the desirability of," and "the extent
of satisfaction with," these 15 variables which represented
most of the major problem areas reported in the literature on
group living arrangements. As previously noted, the sum of
the items in Part A and Item #3 of Part D was used as a
measure of "overall satisfaction" (SUMPARTA) and served as the
dependent variable in the analysis. Part C of the Question-
naire, a rank order task requiring group members to rank them-
selves and all other group members on the basis of apparent
satisfaction in the group, was intended to be a second measure
of overall satisfaction, but was deleted from the analysis
because of a high percentage of invalid responses. (This
section of the questionnaire evoked an exceptional amount of
frustration and resistance on the part of many respondents
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who did not want to "judge" other group members,) SUMPARTA
was thus used as the single estimate of overall satisfaction.
The scale reliability of items comprising SUMPARTA was
examined (see Table 3), and item #8 was found to detract from
the consistency of the scale and was removed. A standardized
item alpha of .725 for the remaining 7-item scale SUMPARTA
resulted. A sum of the specific satisfaction (c) items of
Part B (SUMC) was also computed. The standardized item alpha
for this scale was
.784, and a Pearson correlation of .563
was found between SUMPARTA and SUMC. This was interpreted
to suggest that both scales SUMPARTA and SUMC were measuring
some common construct ("satisfaction"), but that differences
on a global v.s. specific dimension were operating as intended
to account for important differences between the two measures.
On the basis of its scale reliability and its strong relation-
ship to the SUMC measure of satisfaction, SUMPARTA was felt
to be an adequate estimate of the desired outcome criterion
"overall satisfaction." SUMC itself was not used in the
analysis
.
Factor analysis of independent variables
. The specific
satisfaction (c) items of Part B were expected to be the
best estimators of individual differences on the 15 selected
problem issues, and the best single measures for accounting
for variation in overall satisfaction. However, examination
of the raw scores on the a, b, c triads of Part B indicated
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that individuals were not always responding to c items in a
consistent manner in relation to their a and b responses.
This unaccounted for variation suggested that perhaps on some
issues these variables (the perceptions and the desires of
individuals) might themselves be important contributors to
overall satisfaction. This possibility was also supported
by the substantial correlation coefficients of some a and b
items with SUMPARTA (as noted in Table 2).
In order to examine the possible effects on SUMPARTA of
a and b, as well as c, items (a total of 45 independent vari-
ables) a principal components factor analysis was employed
to reduce the data for sake of clarity, and to provide a
number of factor scores to be used in a multiple regression
analysis. Orthogonal varimax rotations were used to elimi-
nate co-variance among the factors.
As can be seen in Table 4, three factors were found for
each of the groups of a, b and c items. However, several
variables, "degree of isolation," "communality of sex rela-
tionships," "pleasantness of community relations," "livability
of facility," and "degree of sexual equality," were not clearly
attached to the three main factors across the groups. of a
(perceived presence) , b (desirability) , and c (satisfaction)
items, and interpretation of these items within factors is
difficult. Additional analyses which allowed the creation of
four factors, and then five factors, (Tables 5 and 6), showed
a tendency for these items to also shift from one factor to
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another factor within their respective group, or to drop out
as a one-item factor (i.e., communality of sex relationships,
and isolation)
.
While the four and five factor analyses may have seemed
to provide a somewhat clearer picture in the breakdown of
some a, b, or c items, they generally were not any more con-
sistent than the three factor analysis across and a, b, and
c groups. Any other possible advantages of the four or five
factor analyses were felt to be outweighed by the desirability
of minimizing the number of factors to be included in the re-
gression analysis, and the three factor analysis was thus
retained as the more useful breakdown of the data.
The factors were assigned the descriptive labels, "com-
munity," "structure," and "individuality," on the basis of
the consistent core items. Thus, the "perceived presence"
(a) item factors were labeled "perceived community" (P-COMM),
"perceived structure," (P-STRUC) , and "perceived individuality
(P-IND). The "desirability" (b) item factors were labeled
"desired community" (D-COMM)
, "desired structure" (D-STRUC)
,
and "desired individuality" (D-IND). The "satisfaction" (c)
item factors were similarly labeled S-COMM, S-STRUC, and S-IND
The relative importance of items to a factor are indicated in
the tables by the order of listing and by the item's correla-
tion coefficient with the factor.
The "community" factor was consistently composed of four
items, the "communality of property," the "degree of intimacy,'
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the "degree of ritual," and the "communality of purpose."
Referring to the content of the items on the Questionnaire
(Appendix I), these items appear to relate to a sense of
community, or cohesiveness
,
involving the sharing of personal
property and income, the presence of affection, trust, and
openness among members, the regular sharing of activities as
a group, and the presence of common interests and goals in a
group.
The "structure" factor encompasses the three items
involving the degree of structure in the decision-making
process, the management process, and the conflict-resolution
process. These items include the extent to which a formal
leadership or group self-government process exists, the
extent to which an ordered procedure for handling household
chores and other daily activities exists, and the extent to
which a specific and regular process for dealing with inter-
personal problems between group members exists.
The "individuality" factor includes the items "degree of
individuality" and "degree of privacy." These items refer to
the extent to which a group provides the opportunity for "alone"
time and for investment in private interests and affairs, and
the degree to which one's personal needs and freedoms have
priority over group needs.
The item "communality of child rearing practices, " does
not appear in the factor analysis. As noted above, because
of the low number of groups including children in the sample,
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this item was excluded from the main analysis, leaving 14 of
the original 15 major variables in the factor analysis.
Factor scores for each factor from P-COMM to S-IND were com-
puted for each of the 98 persons in the sample creating nine
new scores per person in place of the original 45 a, b, and
c items. Factor scores were computed according to the for-
mula F^ = S^F^z^ where F^ is the factor score coefficient,
is the standardized score of an individual, and summation
is over all variables from the variables list (i.e., a items,
b items, or c items).
Regression of factor scores on SUMPARTA . A forward
step- regression analysis was then used to examine the rela-
tive importance of each of the nine factors in accounting
for variance in the dependent variable SUMPARTA. The step
regression procedure enters the independent variables into
the regression equation one at a time on the basis of the
respective contribution of each variable to explained vari -
ance in the dependent variable
,
and only if the variable
meets certain statistical criteria (Nie, Hull, Jenkins,
Steinbrenner , and Bent, 1975).
The results of the regression to determine the linear
relationship of SUMPARTA with the nine independent variables
P-COMM to S-IND are presented in Table 7. It can be seen that
overall these factors are able to account for 49% of the vari-
ance in overall satisfaction with an F score of 7.56 which is
significant beyond the .001 level. However, the first five
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factors alone account for 48% of the variance making the
effect of the last four factors negligible. On closer exami-
nation one may note that the two factors P-COMM and S-IND
account by themselves for M% of the variance in SUMPARTA
suggesting that perceived community and satisfaction with
individuality are the two most important determinants of
overall satisfaction of the groups sampled. The positive
simple correlations of both of these factors suggest that
when both of these factors are present in a group (as opposed
to an absence of factors if simple correlations are negative)
,
the remaining factors are of little consequence in determining
the satisfaction of group members.
However, in a step-regression each variable is adjusted
(partial correlations are removed) for every other variable
in the regression list and the stronger of two correlated
variables will be selected first, while the second variable,
even with a significant simple correlation with the dependent
variable, may be entered much later in the regression list.
Thus, while six of the factor scores have simple correlations
above .30, and independently account for considerable variance
in SUMPARTA, the correlations of four of these with stronger
factors in the regression result in their accounting for little
additional variance in SUMPARTA.
For the reason noted above, t|ie effect of an independent
variable in a regression analysis is in part determined by
the list of other variables in which it appears. Thus, none
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of the factor scores were omitted from the analysis when
combining them with selected demographic data in the final
regression analysis.
Regression of Individual and Group Demographic Variables on
SUMPARTA
:
The demographic characteristics of individuals and
groups (presented in the description of the sample in Chapter
II) were also analysed in a forward step regression to reduce
the initial list of 33 variables to a smaller number of demo-
graphic items which appeared to consistently account for most
variance in SUMPARTA.
The initial regression of demographic items is presented
in Table 8. Overall these items account for 60% of the vari-
ance in SUMPARTA (p < .02). As an arbitrary rule, however,
variables were not considered beyond the point at which they
accounted for less than one percent of additional variance in
SUMPARTA. That point was reached with the first 13 variables
in the list. This group accounted for 50% of the variance
in SUMPARTA (p < . 001)
.
The regression results suggest that satisfaction of
group members is likely to be higher in groups which have an
intention of being more permanent, are more strict in their
selection of new members, and have had fewer people leaving
the group. The negative relationship between SUMPARTA and
OUTHELP (use of outside professional help--e.g., human rela-
tions trainers, therapists, etc.) may be misleading because
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of the small number of groups involved (3), and without
further information may reflect difficult circumstances
within these groups more than a negative effect of the
outside intervention. Further discussion of demographic
variables in relation to SUMPARTA will be left until the
presentation of results from the main regression analysis.
The first 13 demographic items in this regression were
not, however, immediately selected for a regression with the
factor scores. The low simple correlations of several of
these items suggested the presence of a "suppressor" effect
in which more important items were being deleted because of
substantial correlations with stronger items while some
weaker items were being entered solely on the basis of their
uniqueness with items already entered in the regression.
Additionally, it was anticipated that some of the demographic
items might also correlate with some factor scores such that
their overall importance in a regression might only be deter-
mined when the factor scores were also present.
Consequently, it was decided to include in several trial
regressions with the factor scores (not presented) , not only
the best 13 demographic items in the present regression, but
also those items with a simple correlation of ± .10 with
SUMPARTA. For these regressions the variables NUMLEFT and
NUMJOIN (number of persons leaving or joining a group during
the past year) were combined to form the variable INSTAB
(instability). After examining the distributions and inter-
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correlations of the items "father's level of education,"
"father's income," "mother's level of education," and
"mother's income," the variables FAEDUC (father's education)
and FAOCCUP (father's occupation) were combined to form the
variable SESO (socio-economic status of origin). The vari-
ables AGE, SEX, DEGREE (last diploma or degree received),
and SESO were retained in most of the trial regressions
regardless of supporting criteria as a commonly accepted
practice in social research.
Regression of factor scores and selected demographic
variables on SUMPARTA
. The primary regression analysis is
presented in Table 9. The 21 variables in this regression
included the nine factor scores P-COMM to S-IND, the basic
demographic variables, AGE, SEX, DEGREE, and SESO, and eight
other individual and group demographic variables which had
been important contributors to variance accounted for in one
or more of the various preliminary regressions. All vari-
ables in this regression except for the factor scores were
recoded to two levels, above or below the mean or median
depending upon which provided the most logical division of
the data in light of the distribution of scores for a
specific variable.
The regression results indicate that the 21 variables
account for ^1% of the variance in SUMPARTA (F = 5. 94
, p < .001) .
Using a \% R^ change cut-off point, the first 12 variables
accounting for 64% of the variance (F = 5. 94 , p < .001) , would
74
be selected as the most useful regression list. The combina-
tion of factor scores related to various group dynamics and
the list of selected individual and group demographic charac-
teristics thus accounts for approximately 15-20". more variance
in member satisfaction than did either of these sets of vari-
ables by themselves. The 641 of variance in overall satis-
faction accounted for by the first 12 variables seems quite
substantial considering the complexity and variety of group
living arrangements, and the fact that the effects on satis-
faction of many individual variables (personality character-
istics, values, beliefs, attitudes, needs, motivation for
joining a group, etc.) remain unaccounted for through any
direct measures.
Again in this regression, the factors P-COMM and S-IND
account for the two largest proportions of variance. However,
with demographic variables now included, four other variables,
LONGMEM, S-STRUC, PER.MANCE ("intended" permanence of a group)
and LOCATION show significant main effects (p < .05) with
SUMPARTA, and OPENNESS (the degree of selectivity in the
selection of new members) and the factor S-COMM approach
significance. The variables AGE and NUMMARRD (number of
married persons in a group) maintain reasonably strong effects
within this specific group of variables, while most of the
effects due to DEGREE and the factor D-STRUC have been
partialed out as other variables were stepped into the re-
gression. The effects of the last nine variables are
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negligible as long as each of the first 12 variables remain
in the regression equation.
The regression results again indicate that within the
groups sampled, "perceived community" and "satisfaction with
individuality" are likely to be the most important indicators
of overall satisfaction. Referring to the simple correlations
of variables with SUMPARTA, it can be seen that of the two
next most important indices of overall satisfaction, length
of membership is positively related to satisfaction while a
low level of selectivity in a group's process of selection of
new members is negatively related to satisfaction.
Of the remaining eight variables which account for the
last 91 of variance in SUMPARTA (up to the cut-off point),
DEGREE is negatively related to satisfaction which may suggest
that in these groups, the expectations of more achievement
oriented, more highly educated persons differ from those of
the typical group member and are less well met. The factor
D-STRUC is negatively related to satisfaction while the
relationship for S-STRUC is positive. This appears under-
standable if one recalls that members tended to perceive their
groups as having low levels of structure, in which case persons
who see more structure as desirable are likely to be somewhat
dissatisfied, while low structure would be more comfortable
for those who desire little structure and would likely con-
tribute to their overall satisfaction.
The simple correlation between PERMANCE and SUMPARTA
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suggests that satisfaction among members is likely to be
higher in groups where a sense of continuity exists than in
situations where members see their groups as temporary and
transient
.
The correlation of AGE with SUMPARTA is negligible.
This suggests that the presence of age as a variable in the
regression equation is more likely due to its relationship
with other variables in the regression list than to any
direct relationship with SUMPARTA. However, no significant
interactions between AGE and several other selected variables
in the regression were found in two multivariate analyses of
variance tests (below) and the role of age in the regression
remains largely uninterpretable
.
As noted above, even after being adjusted for all vari-
ables preceeding it in the regression, LOCATION shows a
significant (p < .05) main effect with SUMPARTA. In the
analysis LOCATION was coded, urban or suburban = 1 and rural
= 2, and the positive simple correlation indicates that people
living in rural groups tend to report higher overall satis-
faction than do persons living in urban groups.
The weak but positive correlation of NUMMARRD with
SUMPARTA indicates some tendency for people in groups which
include married couples to report higher satisfaction than
is reported by members of groups composed exclusively of
single persons. In most groups sampled it was generally not
the case to find a single married couple living with a group
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of single persons. In most instances two or more married
couples would be involved, and would often form the core of
the group. There was generally more of a sense of family
and permanence in such groups and it seems likely that it is
some of these aspects of groups with married couples which
are being indicated in the relationship of NUMMARRD to
SUMPARTA.
Of the remaining variables in the regression list, the
factors D-COMM, S-COMM, and P-IND have moderately strong
positive correlations with SUMPARTA indicating that desire
for community, satisfaction with community, and the perceived
degree of individuality all have an important relationship
to overall satisfaction. However, the variance in SUMPARTA
which these factors account for, plus other additional vari-
ance, appears to be accounted for by the factors P-COMM and
S-IND, and suggests that some combination of perceived com-
munity and satisfaction with individuality subsumes the rela-
tionships of the other community and individuality factors
to overall satisfaction.
The failure of other variables in the remainder of the
regression to account for any appreciable variance in
SUMPARTA is in most cases understandable in light of their
low simple correlations, or on the basis of their likely
correlations with stronger factors in the regression.
PERCHANG (self - reported personal change resulting from
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the group living experience) has a weak, positive correlation
with SUMPARTA, but is not an important index of satisfaction.
Since INSTAB represents the sum of persons leaving or joining
a group over a year's time, the correlation with SUMPARTA
reflects a positive relationship between SUMPARTA and low
levels of member turnover in a group. The simple correlation
is strong enough to suggest that the actual effect of INSTAB
is being suppressed by other variables above it in the regres-
sion list which may also be related to turnover in a group's
membership. The small, negative simple correlation of SEX
with SUMPARTA appears to indicate a slight tendency for women
to indicate less overall satisfaction than men (where male = 1,
female = 2), but the effect on SUMPARTA appears negligible.
Overall, the results of the regression suggests that the
issues of "community" and "individuality" appear to be of
primary importance in determining member satisfaction. Groups
which manage to develop a perceived sense of community while
maintaining satisfactory levels of individuality appear to be
more satisfying to their members. Length of membership, new
member selection practices, a group's location, and expected
permanence seem to have a strong secondary influence on satis-
faction. The presence or absence of structure in a group also
appears to have a strong secondary role in relation to satis-
faction, but is highly dependent upon the desires and expecta-
tions of the individual members. There is some indication
that more highly educated persons are likely to be less
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satisfied with their group than is the average group member.
Age does not appear to be a strong factor but may interact
with other variables to have an effect on satisfaction. The
presence of married persons in a group seems to relate
directly, or indirectly through a variety of associated
factors, to the overall level of satisfaction of group
members. The desired level of community, the perceived
level of individuality, and the stability of the membership
in a group each have a substantial relationship with member
satisfaction, but their effect in the regression is largely
accounted for by other variables.
Characteristics of More Successful (i.e.. Satisfying Groups :
In order to examine in more detail some of the under-
lying issues related to satisfaction in group living, several
additional analyses were conducted on the data. In addition
to exploring other factors related to overall satisfaction,
the groups in the sample were classified into two categories.
Type I and Type II (according to criteria presented in Chap-
ter I) , and included in several analyses in an attempt to
more clearly define essential differences between the two
types of groups.
Differences in satisfaction between men and women .
Several hypotheses were formulated regarding possible dif-
ferences in satisfaction due to sex. In spite of the fact
that the various regression analyses had clearly indicated
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that sex accounted for very little of the variance in SUMPARTA,
and a T-test had substantiated the absence of any significant
differences in overall satisfaction due to sex (t = 1.10,
P < .274), it was hypothesized that (a) women would be likely
to respond somewhat more negatively than men to items relating
to sexual equality, (b) that women more than men might desire,
as a result of traditional sex role socialization, more cohe-
siveness in a group, and (c) that sex role socialization might
over time result in women being less satisfied with most group
living situations with the result that women would spend less
total time in group living than do men.
To examine the hypothesis that men and women would view
the issue of sexual equality differently, T-tests were computed
on the parts of the item, "degree of equality between the sexes"
(Table 10)
.
While men and women did not differ on the expressed
desirability of sexual equality, women perceived their groups
as providing significantly less equality (p < .05) and were
significantly less satisfied with the existing degree of
equality (p < .01). This does not necessarily suggest, however,
that groups fail to live up to their potential for providing
equality (the mean score for these variables was quite high)
,
but it does suggest that even in group living situations some
conditions continue to exist which lead women to be aware of
sex role constraints.
Of the variables most closely related to the issue of
cohesiveness
,
"communality of property," "degree of ritual,"
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"degree of intimacy," and "common purpose," no significant
differences were found for "communality of property," or
"common purpose." Women did, however, indicate significantly
less satisfaction with "degree of intimacy" (p < .05) and the
"degree of ritual" (p < .01) in the groups (Table 10). The
hypothesis was thus partially supported and suggests that
women are likely to be more satisfied in groups Mch are
more closely knit, and not overly fragmented by excessive
individuality or other factors.
To examine the question of time spent in group living,
T-tests were computed for the variables LONGMEM (length of
time in present group) and GRUPTIME (total time in groups).
As Table 10 shows, not only did women report significantly
less total time in groups (p < .05), but even in their present
groups women on the average indicated shorter duration of mem-
bership (p < .05). There are perhaps other factors related to
movement of people in and out of group living situations which
might account for this apparent sex difference in longevity,
but at this point these results would seem to at least suggest
that women may find that current groups meet their needs over
time somewhat less well than is the case for men.
Interaction effects of selected demographic variables .
SEX and several other demographic variables (AGE, DEGREE, SESO
,
LONGMEM, GRUPTIME, LOCATION, SIZE, OPENNESS, and PERMANCE)
were also examined in a series of multivariate analyses of
variance tests (Tables 11 and 12) with the expectation that
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some pairs of these variables might be interacting in a
significant way with SUMPARTA. SEX was examined in relation
to all of these variables. Interactions between AGE and
OPENNESS, and AGE and PERMANCE, were tested on the assumption
that older persons might be more satisfied in more closed,
permanent groups. DEGREE was tested with GRUPTIME, SIZE,
OPENNESS, and PERMANCE, with the expectations that more
achievement oriented persons with undergraduate degrees and
beyond might also be more satisfied in more closed, permanent,
groups which are smaller in size and thus perhaps more easily
structured to meet the demands of outside interests (careers,
graduate school, etc.). It was hypothesized that since many
groups do not meet these criteria, more highly educated
persons might tend to be less satisfied and spend less time
in group living experiments. SESO was examined in relation
to OPENNESS and PERMANCE with the hypothesis that persons
with a higher SESO might have stronger needs for a more
enduring sense of "family" than some lower SESO persons who
may not have experienced a strong emphasis on the "family" in
their own homes.
Only one significant interaction was found, that between
SESO and PERMANCE. Examination of Table 12 shows that this
interaction was primarily a result of the considerably higher
degree of satisfaction (r = .41) expressed by persons from
high SESO in groups with more permanent aspirations. Thus
the hypothesis regarding the needs of high SESO persons in
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group living arrangements appears to be at least partially
supported. Other hypotheses regarding differences due to
sex, age, and level of education were not supported. The
main effects of LONGMEM, LOCATION, and PERMANCE were all
significant in both analyses, and corroborated the importance
of these variables noted in the analysis of regression.
Regression analysis of three aspects of longevity
. The
variable INSTAB which did not appear to account for signifi-
cant variance in SUMPARTA in the regression analysis, but
which was felt to be logically important in determining how
satisfying a group would be for its members, was itself
examined in another regression with the nine factor scores
and the main demographic variables [except for PERMANCE which
has a high negative simple correlation with INSTAB (r = .67)
which it was felt might obscure less obvious determinants of
INSTAB.]. It can be seen in Table 13 that the first nine
variables account for 801 of the variance in INSTAB, and that
within that cluster, all but P-STRUC have significant main
effects with INSTAB (in all cases, p < .01). Six of these
variables also were primary contributors in the regression
with SUMPARTA, and with INSTAB adjusted for each of these
there would have been little additional variance, for which
it could account, hence its omission from the regression list.
Remembering that higher scores on INSTAB indicate greater
movement of people in and out of a group, the regression
appears to indicate that the reverse condition (i.e..
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stability) would tend to be more often found in smaller, more
rural, groups composed of somewhat older persons (in this
study, above 25), some of whom are likely to be married.
Members of stable groups appear to perceive and be satisfied
with more structure, but allow considerable freedom in indi-
vidual decision making. The simple correlations of S-COMM
and D-STRUC with INSTAB are too low to indicate the direction
of relationship with any degree of confidence.
A similar regression analysis was done with PERMANCE
using the factor scores and the main demographic variables
(except for INSTAB). Referring to Table 14, it can be seen
that the first ten variables in the regression account for
approximately 1 ^% of the variance in PERMANCE. Six of these
variables show significant main effects with PERMANCE
(p < .001) and the remaining four approximate a .05 signifi-
cance level. The ten variables as a group are significant
beyond the .001 level. The results of the regression suggest
that groups which indicate an intention of permanence (i.e.,
anticipate a future of three or more years) are also charac-
terized by the presence of married couples and in this case
the presence of children as well. Group size also accounts
for a significant portion of the variance in PERMANCE but the
simple correlation is extremely small and really doesn't indi-
cate the direction of the relationship. These groups appear
to allow considerable individual freedom in daily decision-
making, are likely to be highly selective in the accepting of
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new members, and are also likely to be located in more rural
areas. Members of these groups are likely to indicate con-
siderable personal change as a result of their group living
experience, and tend to be less desirous of high levels of
individuality. The simple correlations of LONGMEM and S-IND
are too low to indicate the direction of their relationships
with intended permanence.
As a third aspect of group longevity, LONGMEM was also
examined in a regression analysis with the factor scores and
demographic variables. As can be seen in Table 15, the vari-
ables in this regression account for 47% of the variance in
LONGMEM, much less than was the case for INSTAB and PERMANCE
.
The II R2 change cut-off point is reached with the first 11
variables which account for 46% of the variance in LONGMEM.
The regression suggests that length of membership is
likely to be greatest in smaller groups which include child-
ren and are comprised of somewhat older persons. The simple
correlations of the remainder of the 11 variables are too low
to indicate the direction of the relationship with LONGMEM,
and their individual contributions to variance in LONGMEM are
small. The fact that the variables in this regression account
for only a moderate amount of the variance in LONGMEM may
suggest that length of membership is related more to specific
individual variables than to the role of the major problem
issues in groups, or to the various demographic variables.
Characteristics of Type I and Type II groups . The
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results of these three regressions suggest that variables in
the present study might be useful in differentiating types
of groups which are more, or less, likely to represent en-
during life styles (that is, to the extent that intended
permanence and stability are related to longevity). To
test for the discriminatory ability of these variables groups
in the sample which were best described as evolutionary
groups, service communes, or expanded families were classi-
fied as predominantly Type II groups while student houses
were classified as predominantly Type I groups. (Refer to
Type I and Type II groups as discussed in Chapter I.) Eight
Type I groups and 12 Type II groups were identified. To
examine the differences between the two types of groups T-
tests were calculated for each of the variables in the re-
gression list and for SUMPARTA (Table 16). Summarizing
those variables which show statistically significant differ-
ences between the means of the two groups, it appears that
compared to Type I groups, Type II groups are characterized
by somewhat older members (p < .001), smaller size (p < .001),
the presence of more married couples (p < .001), more emphasis
on a permanent arrangement (p < .001), a greater selectivity
in the screening of prospective members (p < .001), the
presence of more members of high SESO (p < .003), and a
higher level of stability (p < .001). Members of Type II
groups are likely to perceive more structure in their group
and to be more satisfied with the degree of structure
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Cp < .001; p < .016), and they are likely to desire higher
levels of community (p < .004) and lower levels of indivi-
duality (p < .005). Additionally, the difference between
overall satisfaction in the two types of groups is signifi-
cant at the .01 level, and indicates a higher level of satis-
faction in Type II groups.
Differences in the means of two other factors, S-COMM
and S-IND, approach significance and suggest that members of
Type II groups may be less satisfied with the level of
community, but more satisfied with the level of individuality.
Noting that there is no apparent difference in perceived level
of community in the two types of groups, the trend in differ-
ences on S-COf-lM and S-IND would appear to be congruent with
the above results which indicate a greater desire for commu-
nity, and less desire for individuality, in Type II groups.
Interestingly, although the groups clearly differed on
most of those variables which were suggested in Chapter I to
describe Type I versus Type II groups, they did not differ
significantly on LONGMEM. In addition, no significant dif-
ference in means was found in a separate T-test on GROUPAGE
(T = 1.28, p. 21). There was thus no indication that longev-
ity for individuals, or groups, was greater in the case of
either type of group, or that either type of group represented
a more enduring alternative life style.
In summary
,
the analysis has examined the perceptions,
desires, and level of satisfaction of people in the sampled
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groups in relation to fifteen of the major problem areas
common in group living arrangements. The 45 responses of
individuals to the "perceived," "desired," and "satisfaction"
items relating to each of the 15 problem areas were submitted
to three separate factor analyses from which three factors,
"community," "structure," and "individuality," were derived
for each of the three sets of items. Factor scores on the
nine resulting factors were computed for each individual and
included with selected demographic items in a regression
analysis against SUMPARTA, the measure of overall satisfaction.
The regression analysis suggested that some variables were of
much greater importance than others in determining the satis-
faction of members within a group, most notably the perceived
level of community and the satisfaction with individuality.
Several additional analyses were completed to examine differ-
ences in the perceptions, desires, and level of satisfaction
of men and women in group living situations, and to examine
interaction effects among several of the demographic vari-
ables which were hypothesized to relate to overall satis-
faction. Regression analyses were done on the variables
INSTAB and PERMANCE, the results of which suggested that the
variables in the regressions might have good ability to
differentiate between Type I and Type II groups on the basis
of criteria presented in Chapter I. T-tests were computed
for the variables used in the regression and for SUMPARTA
and several characteristics of Type I groups versus Type II
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groups were noted. Although the two types of groups did
differ on most of those variables suggested in the typology
of groups presented in Chapter I, no difference was found
between the types of groups in the longevity of members, or
the longevity of the groups themselves', and a regression
analysis against the variable LONGMEM suggested that vari-
ables other than group characteristics, or individual demo-
graphic variables, were more important in explaining dif-
ferences in longevity.
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CHAPTER IV
DISCUSSION
The nature of the present research has by necessity been
exploratory, and aimed at better understanding the salient
characteristics of a relatively new and complex social pheno-
menon. It has been an attempt, in a naturalistic setting over
which a researcher has little control, to draw a better under-
standing of the problems which people in that setting face and
how they attempt to deal with those problems.
It has been the purpose of the study to examine some of
the characteristics and dynamics of current communal group
living arrangements in relation to a number of problem issues
for such groups presented in the literature. An effort has
been made to differentiate between the more and less important
problems as they relate to the overall satisfaction of people
living in groups. The more important problems and character-
istics of groups have been used in an attempt to differentiate
those types of groups which seem most likely to offer a func-
tional, long-term alternative to the nuclear family as a pri-
mary life style.
Communal Living: Past and Present :
The results of the research suggest that people in many
of the communal living arrangements of the present experience
far fewer of the old problems for communes reported in the
literature. Where communes were once threatened by external
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pressures and needed to seek isolation and low visibility
(Roberts, 1971), today's groups generally seem to enjoy
pleasant relationships with the surrounding community and
indicate low isolation and a desire for social relatedness.
Where belonging to a commune once meant "dropping out," a
substantial proportion of members of current groups are
actively engaged in more ordinary social and occupational
roles. Where groups of the past were often able to provide
little sexual equality (Berger, et al., 1971), many current
groups are apparently able to provide a fairly high degree of
equality between men and women (although women still report
some degree of inequity). Where groups of the past were often
characterized by high levels of sexual experimentation and
resulting conflicts, the groups in this study report low
levels of within-group sexual activity (see also Levine, Carr,
and Horenblas, 1973), and indicate a moderately high degree
of satisfaction with their nearly traditional sexual practices.
In short, many of today's communal groups appear to have moved
much closer to a role within the mainstream society. They
appear to be motivated much less by extreme counter-culture
philosophies, and more by reasons of practicality, economics,
and a desire for a lifestyle that provides closer, more inti-
mate personal relationships. While most groups are still
characterized by anti -technology
,
anti-establishment, values
and attitudes, these concerns tend to be incorporated into
their daily lifestyles without resulting in a wholesale
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repudiation of the larger society. To be sure, the more
counter-culture oriented, more radical, communes may still
be prevalent, but they appear to be more and more heavily
outnumbered by the newer varieties of communal groups.
Problems of Current Groups :
The results of the research also indicate, however, that
several major problem issues of communes of the past remain
just as troublesome for communal arrangements of the present.
These problems center around three issues: The development
of community, the balancing of structure, and the maintenance
of individuality. The relationships in the regression analy-
sis of the factor scores which tapped these three problem
areas suggests several things about the dynamics of these vari
ables in current groups. The two factors P-COMM and S-IND
accounted for the two largest percentages of variance in over-
all satisfaction and suggest that a critical component in a
group's ability to provide a satisfying experience for its
members is likely to be found in the extent to which a per-
ceived sense of community is maintained in conjunction with a
satisfactory degree of individual freedom and privacy. The
nature of the relationship between these two variables is
made more clear by the responses of group members to the indi-
vidual parts of items relating to community, or cohes iveness
,
and individuality in Part B of the' questionnaire. Overall,
individuals in the present study indicate a preference for a
more moderate, less intense, level of community in their
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groups, and apparently seek to maintain a rather high degree
of individuality. In these group living arrangements it thus
appears that the conflict between cohesiveness and individu-
ality tends to be resolved in the direction of a reduction
in the degree of community which these groups seek to achieve.
This seems to be true particularly in regard to the sharing
of personal property and income, and the extent of time and
energy invested in group activities. It is much less true
with respect to the desired level of intimacy (openness and
trust in relationships) which tends to be high and seems to
suggest, within the total picture, that people in these groups
do desire close, honest, interpersonal relationships, but
without a high degree of commitment to "the group" which could
interfere with their individual freedom.
A similar situation apparently exists in regard to the
issue of structure in these groups. While satisfaction with
the amount of structure in the group has a substantial corre-
lation with a member's overall satisfaction, in general it is
moderate to low levels of structure which appear to be most
satisfying. Although the rejection of structure may be most
directly related to a rejection of hierarchical systems for
the distribution of power which are typical in the larger
society, people in groups may also perceive structure as being
incompatible with the spontaneous and free expression of indi-
vidual wants and needs. In this latter case the level of
structure, like that of community, would appear to be limited
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by the desire of group members to maintain high levels of
individuality. Overall, members of groups in the present
sample do indicate a desire for greater structure in their
groups, and the issue of structure may represent the clearest
example of the conflict which can be generated in group living
arrangements by a minority of members who seek to maintain
very high levels of individual freedom.
In light of Kanter's (1972a) findings indicating that
cohesiveness and commitment have been essential factors in
the success and longevity of groups it would seem that, to
the extent that groups in this study are representative of
current groups as a whole, today's groups are no less likely
than their predecessors to have brief lifespans and a high
failure rate. These findings seem to lend considerable sup-
port to Veysey's (1974) conclusions that the extreme emphasis
on individualism in American society will prevent the develop-
ment of successful communal living arrangements. In reality
it seems more or less inevitable that as current communal
living styles have become more integrated into the larger
social structure, they would also be more affected by the
demands placed on members through their roles outside of the
group. In the anarchistic, "drop out" communes which pre-
dominated in the earlier stages of the present wave of commu-
nal living experiments, extreme individualism had its roots in
counter-culture ideologies. In the predominant communes of
the present, the urban communes, the emphasis on individuality
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may be related more to the requirements of one's job, educa-
tional program, outside social relationships, etc. In either
case, the emphasis on high levels of individuality in most
groups appears to rule out the possibility of their developing
into enduring life styles for their members.
It may be, however, that it is not entirely appropriate
to evaluate the success of group living solely in terms of
longevity. It may also be inaccurate to apply the overall
results of a study such as this one to all types of current
groups. Groups serve different purposes for the people who
live in them and, at different times, for different reasons,
and for different lengths of time, groups may meet a wide
variety of different needs for their individual members. The
findings of this study suggest several ways in which the
characteristics of individuals interact with the characteris-
tics of the group in specific ways to the advantage, or dis-
advantage, of the individual. The results also suggest a
number of significant differences between types of groups and
their potential for serving various functions for group mem-
bers.
Women in Groups :
Women in the present study report high levels of sexual
equality in their groups, and indicate a high level of satis-
faction with their roles in relation to those of men in these
groups. While no direct comparison with women in other living
situations is available, it appears that many of today's groups
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may offer a greater degree of sexual equality and opportunity
for women to escape traditional sex roles (see also, Polk,
1974). Women in groups may thus experience a unique oppor-
tunity to develop and explore career interests, to enjoy more
intimate relationships with a number of other adults, or in
the case of women with children, to benefit from the sharing
of child rearing responsibilities with others. It may be that
one of the most important aspects of group living for women is
the psychological support, which Levine
,
Carr, and Horenblas
(1973) suggest women provide for each other, which may tend to
enhance the likelihood of their taking advantage of the oppor-
tunities for personal growth and development.
It appears, however, that women may differ somewhat from
men in their expectations for the group living situation, and
in their feelings about what constitutes a satisfactory group
arrangement. In particular, women tend on the average to be
less satisfied with the level of intimacy in their groups than
do men. This appears to be true not so much in terms of
seeking a strong sense of group through common goals or the
common sharing of property, but rather in terms of a level of
openness and trust in individual relationships, and in the
extent of group activities of a "family" nature. Assuming
that women living in groups remain in part under the influence
of attitudes and feelings related to early sex-role social-
ization, this might be interpreted to indicate that women may
have a greater need for a group to provide for more of the
97
emotional functions of the traditional family. The failure of
groups on the average to provide a greater sense of the family
may be related to the findings of the present study that women
tend to stay in groups for a shorter period of time, and to
leave the group lifestyle sooner than do men.
SESO, Education and Group Livin g
:
Another way in which the characteristics of individuals
and groups appear to interact appears to be related to the
level of education of members and to the socio-economic level
of their parents. In the present study people with a higher
SESO tended to indicate considerably higher satisfaction in
groups which anticipated a more permanent relationship. It
is also notable that the level of education of members (as
reflected by the last degree which they had obtained) was
negatively correlated with SUMPARTA in the regression analysis
and was one of the more significant contributors to overall
satisfaction. This suggests that overall, in this sample of
groups, the more highly educated individual tends to be less
satisfied. The present findings indicate that the more highly
educated, more achievement oriented persons are likely to be
employed in more traditional occupational settings (the corre-
lation of DEGREE and CUROCCUP, current occupation, equal to
.33, p .001). To the extent that their jobs require some
amount of structure and organization in their daily life, it
may be understandable that groups which typically provide very
low levels of structure and order would be less satisfying for
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more highly educated people. It may also be that these in-
dividuals would be prone to more intellectualizing
,
criticism,
and debate over group issues and consequently be less satis-
fied with various details of their group living arrangements.
Taken together these two results would seem to indicate that
one's SESO and level of education, in light of their likely
covariance, would have considerable influence on the type of
group which persons at higher levels of these two variables
would find satisfying.
Stability and Permanence in Groups :
The results of the regression analyses of demographic
variables against the variables INSTAB and PERMANCE yielded
results that were interesting not only because of the large
amount of variance accounted for in both cases, but also
because of the similarity in the two regression lists. Taking
a combined look at these two regressions and overlooking some
small differences, it appears that more stable and permanent
groups are differentiated by several characteristics from the
average or typical group in the study. In both regressions
these groups were described as smaller, more selective of
their membership, more likely to include married couples, and
in terms of the age of their members, more "adult." These
groups tend to be slightly more structured, less concerned
about maximizing individuality, more likely to be located in
rural areas, and more likely to provide greater freedom in
individual decision making and autonomy.
99
Since stability and permanence are relatively uncommon
among today's communal groups, and considering the strength
of the variables in the regression in accounting for variance
in these two characteristics, it appears that these variables
may distinguish a specific sub-group within communal groups
with characteristics which suggest a resolution of some of
the major conflicts between community, structure, and indi-
viduality which have been noted for most of the groups in the
present sample. The small, closed nature of these groups,
what appears to be a more accepted general framework, or
structure, within which members operate with considerable
freedom, and the decreased emphasis on individuality, seem to
be suggestive of a group arrangement with an atmosphere more
like that of a family. Since these more stable situations
with the intention of permanence are also more likely to in-
clude married couples, it appears that these regressions may
be differentiating those groups, classified in this study as
expanded families, from other groups in the sample.
Group Living - Type I and Type II :
The results of the T-tests across Type I and Type II
groups in the study served to further differentiate types
of groups which currently exist, and tend to lend some veri-
fication to the concept of Type I and Type II groups. The
significant differences between Type I and Type II groups as
indicated by the T-tests were as follows:
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Type I
younger
more single members
lower SESO
larger
temporary
open
less stable
less perceived structure
less desired community
more desired
individuality
less satisfaction with
structure
less "overall satis-
faction"
older
more married couples
higher SESO
smaller
permanent
closed
more stable
more perceived structure
more desired community
less desired
individual ity
more satisfaction with
structure
more "overall satis-
faction"
In relation to the typology for groups presented in the
introduction (page 7) , it can be seen that the stated charac-
teristics of Type I and Type II groups have considerable over-
lap with the essential differences between groups in the study
as determined by the results of the T-test. Type I and Type
II groups also differed significantly in regard to common
purpose which was more characteristic of Type II groups (T =
-2.67, p < .01). The results of the study thus lend support
to the validity of the typology as a means of differentiating
various kinds of group living arrangements.
As noted in Chapter III, examination of Table 14 indicates
a trend for people in Type II groups to be less satisfied with
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the level of community while perceived community was none-
theless rated at least equal to perceived community in Type
I groups. Comparison of the means for the three community
factor scores for Type II groups suggested that, since the
people in Type II groups perceive at least the same level of
community in their groups as do Type I people, it is the
desire for more community which leaves them somewhat less
satisfied with their level of community than people in Type I
groups. For individuality the trend was just the opposite.
People in Type I groups perceived about the same level of
individuality as did people in Type II groups, but desired
significantly more individuality and thus indicated less
satisfaction with individuality. There appeared to be very
little difference in the desire for structure between the two
groups, but even though Type I groups perceived significantly
less structure they also indicated less satisfaction with
structure. Since it was found that the desire for structure
was relatively low for both types of groups, the comparison
of means for these structure factors would seem to reflect the
extreme rejection of structure in Type I groups and a greater
tolerance for structure in Type II groups.
It thus appears that a primary difference between the two
types of groups is the ability of Type II groups to move toward
a point of balancing the relationships between community, struc-
ture, and individuality, while a strong polarity is maintained
between these factors in Type I groups preventing their
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reconciliation at the expense of the development of community
and structure. The way in which these two types of groups
handle the issues of community, structure, and individuality,
would appear to explain much of the reason why the Type I
group has such a high failure rate and, as Kanter (1972b)
suggests, is not likely to have much of a future, while Type
II groups are seen as having the potential of becoming a more
enduring alternate lifestyle.
The Issue of Longevity in Group Living :
However, although there was a significant difference in
the reported level of "overall satisfaction" (SUMPARTA) with
members of Type II groups indicating higher levels of satis-
faction, the issue of longevity turns out to be a very elusive
one. Contrary to expectations, no significant difference in
longevity was found between Type I and Type II groups (Table
14). Even though the regressions for PERMANCE and INSTAB make
it possible to see clear differences in the factors accounting
for these two variables, and even though clear differences in
the dynamics between the variables of community, structure,
and individuality in the two types of groups have been found,
the regression analysis against length of group membership
(LONGMEM) indicates that none of these factors are by them-
selves, or even as a group, highly predictive of longevity.
Since neither these variables, nor. any of the other variables
in the regression, account for more than minimal variance in
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longevity, it seems that one might conclude that longevity is
likely determined by a variety of variables characteristic of
individuals which lead them to choose a particular group,
stay for a particular period of time, and leave for their own
particular reasons.
It is significant that Type II groups appear to be more
satisfying to their members than is the case for Type I groups,
however beyond that it does not appear that these groups differ
markedly in their potential viability, or their likely longe-
vity. Rather it appears that they represent the opposite poles
of the continuum of group living styles which meet the differ-
ent needs and purposes of different individuals, and how suc-
cessfully probably depends on the particular group more than
the type. It seems likely that not only are Type I groups
composed of more younger and single people but that they would
also tend to appeal more to other young people. The opposite
may be said of Type II groups. Both may be viable, or success-
ful, to the extent that either type provides for the needs or
expectations of its members while serving some of the other
basic functions of home and family. It may be that a Type II
group is more satisfying for its members because it tends to
provide for more of the same functions of the traditional
family than does the Type I group.
In commenting on the lack of cohesiveness and commitment
in modern groups, Kanter (1972b) noted that people in these
groups have difficulty in defining "who we are." The emphasis
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on moderate levels of community in the groups in the present
study would appear to support this. Contrary to many common
expectations, people involved in these modern varieties of
communal living do not seem to want to "group" it. The in-
tense output of emotional energy necessary to maintain "com-
munity" appears to be incompatible with desired levels of
individuality and commitments outside of the group. People
in groups do seem to want open, honest, trusting relation-
ships on a more spontaneous basis. They do desire emotionally
satisfying levels of caring and sharing, but not "grouping
and groping."
People in groups do not seem to want strong common goals,
overinvolvement in group activities, or excessive sharing of
personal property and personal privacy. They do seem to want
a roof over their heads friends, and a "homey place to re-
treat to at the end of the day. People in groups do not seem
to want a "decision making process," a "management process,"
or a "conflict resolution process." They do seem to want a
comfortable place to live, and to know when supper will be
ready, who's doing the grocery shopping, and who's going to
call the landlord about the hot water. When these needs are
being met, people know they have, if not a "community," a home
and a family.
Conclus ions ;
Many of the current types of communal groups appear to
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be reasonably well accepted by mainstream society, and seem
to provide functional lifestyles for a wide variety of people.
While they do not appear to meet "Utopian" expectations, they
do appear to provide many of the practical and emotional func-
tions of the family for their members.
In general, they do not seem to provide lifelong alter-
natives to the nuclear family, but rather appear to meet the
needs and specific circumstances of certain individuals for
reasonably short periods of time. Even though the issues of
permanence, stability, and the role of conflict, structure,
and individuality in groups served to distinguish between
types of groups, they do not appear to be primary factors in
the life span of groups. The lack of longevity of groups
appears to be a function more of the individual than the group,
and the length of time a person spends in a group is likely to
depend on how well and for how long the person's needs are met
by the group.
There appear to be differences in the types of groups
which are most appealing and most satisfying to different
people. The present study suggests that how well a group meets
a person's needs may in part be a function of whether the per-
son is male or female, whether they were raised in a family of
high or low socio-economic status, whether they are younger
or older, and whether they are single or married. It would
also seem that a person's commitments outside of the group
would have an effect on his choice of group. In particular,
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if a person's daily life is more structured by work and other
interests or responsibilities, the person would be likely to
be more satisfied in a more structured group with which he
could synchronize his scheduled day. A rather unstructured
lifestyle may allow a person the leisure of a relatively un-
structured, unplanned group.
The fact that group living appears to be so much influ-
enced by the specific situation of individuals suggests that
group living might be better evaluated by what it can provide
for people at certain ages and stages in their lives. The
fact that groups appear to better serve as home and family at
different times suggests that a criterion for "success" based
on longevity may be as meaningless as it is disappointing.
The success for group living arrangements might better be
defined in terms of how well it functions to meet the needs
of people for whatever period of time they may choose that
lifestyle
.
It remains to be seen whether present attempts to esta-
blish larger communal communities will meet with any more
success than communities of the past in establishing more
permanent micro- societies within the larger system. For groups
of the type included in this study, it seems unlikely that they
will lead to the development of any new social order. However,
they are part of what may be a much larger movement of small
group endeavors which may have considerable potential to effect
social change in our culture, and as a part of the total
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"people's" movement of political groups, service groups, legal
groups, consumer protection groups, women's groups, minority
groups, gay groups, community and neighborhood development
groups, and others, communal living groups appear to provide
another important way for "getting people together."
Implications :
There are a variety of ages and stages in people's lives,
as well as certain special situations, during which group
living arrangements might be a desirable option. However,
before group living becomes an option for any reasonably large
number of people, many of the connotations which group living
carries for people in American society will have to change.
While no longer necessarily connoting sexual promiscuity,
dirtyness, drugs, and "drop-out," group living is still at
least viewed as "unusual." However, with current trends more
in the direction of mainstream society, this may continue to
change and facilitate the development of group living as a
functional lifestyle.
Today's group living arrangements, and ones of the future,
may serve a number of different purposes. Groups may provide
a useful moratorium for young adults in transition into main-
stream society. Groups may provide a "time to get it together"
for the individual as he attempts to reflect on, and deal with,
his transition from adolescence to adult responsibilities,
career, and family.
Group living appears to provide a meaningful alternative
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to single urbanites who would prefer to come home to a house
full of people rather than an empty apartment, and who find
some of the economic advantages appealing or necessary.
Economic advantages may be even more appealing to young
couples who have not yet committed themselves to children and
family responsibilities, and who might more rapidly develop
some degree of economic security by minimizing expenses in a
cooperative living arrangement.
In some cases extended families, perhaps as in the once
common two family house, may serve well to meet the needs of
two career families where shared child rearing and the divi-
sion of other domestic responsibilities may be desireable.
At the other end of the life cycle, group living might
be a particularly desireable option after children have left
the family and after retirement. Particularly for the elder-
ly, or after the death of one's spouse, group living may
provide companionship, and through shared interests and
activities a more meaningful existence in old age. Self-
care group living arrangements may provide a very desireable
alternative to the nursing home.
There are also a variety of special situations based on
common interests or common problems where group living arrange
ments may be advantageous and functional. This would include
the types of groups invested in certain political and social
causes, or involved in the delivery of special services. For
people dealing with particular problems such as in the case of
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single mothers, in situations involving prolonged financial
stress, or under circumstances faced by many handicapped
persons, group living arrangements may provide a temporary or
even extended role in providing the means for self help and
emotional support.
In these and other special situations and special appli-
cations it would appear that group living might have a func-
tional role in American society and be evaluated as success-
ful, in spite of a lack of longevity in these instances, on
the basis of the ability of group living arrangements to ful-
fill these special functions rather than on their ability to
serve as a substitute, or alternative, to the nuclear family.
It is possible that the potential for group living as an
alternative to the traditional family might at some time be
greater than it appears at the present, but this appears
likely only in the event of some rather large scale social
changes which would alter Americans' attitudes toward indi-
viduality and privacy. It is possible as Whitehurst (1972)
noted that "the easy affluence and gadget-hoarding of the
1960's may well become a curious historical note," and that a
steadily increasing inflation and consistently declining
standard of living may make the "prospects for a (forced) co-
operative style of life ... in the offing for more and more
people." Concerns over a super centralized government and as
Wriston (1975) notes, overcentralized economic planning, lead-
ing to increased efforts to decentralize in both of these
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areas may result in increased regionalization and localiza-
tion which may decrease the flow of people out of one area
to another and decrease the high level of mobility which has
been a major factor in the extreme isolation and individual-
ism in American lifestyles. Such types of major social
changes in American society would likely affect the American
sense of individualism and create greater needs for community
Under such circumstances group living might flourish a
good deal better than it does in present society. But for
the present, people will continue to marry, will continue to
have families, and will continue to spend approximately
twenty years of their lives in more private styles where
traditional pair bond and parent relationships can be more
intensive, and where the flexibility for career advancement
and the necessary every other year move is more readily
available. Within the context of present society as long as
people approach group living as a lifelong commitment, group
living will probably continue to be regarded as a failure.
But if people can come to see and use groups for their
special applications to certain situations and circumstances,
their potential as a functional life style would appear to be
very high.
Research implications
. For an exploratory study without
more precise hypotheses, it seems noteworthy that the present
findings were able to delineate a limited number of specific
variables which could account for such a large proportion of
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the variance in the level of satisfaction of members in group
living arrangements. It would seem that these findings might
be encouraging of similar research efforts in the future
which could be still more precise and systematic in the pur-
suit of critical variables in group living.
If the present sample of current groups, and studies
such as that of Levine, Carr, and Horenblas (1973), provide
an indication of the general nature of current groups, it
would appear that groups today are more conventional in many
ways than their more radical predecessors and may be much
more amenable to standard research methodologies for social
and organizational systems. With less emphasis on the issue
of longevity and group living as a life long alternative to
the nuclear family, and more attention to the many specific
applications of group living within the traditional social
system, it would seem that future research could be much
more specific in assessing and facilitating the functionality
of group living arrangements. It appears highly likely that
group living styles will continue to have a place of increas-
ing importance in future society in the United States and
elsewhere, and more systematic evaluative research will be
the first step toward the development of effective roles for
human service systems in the area of alternative life styles.
Summary :
Communal living experiments of the 1960's to the present
are reviewed in light of earlier Utopian movements in the
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United States during the 1800's and early 1900's, and simi-
larities and differences in ideologies and functions between
earlier communities and current communal ventures are dis-
cussed. Typologies for current groups are reviewed and
synthesized, and potential roles for communal living arrange-
ments in U.S. society are discussed. Major problems of group
living experiments commonly found in the literature are dis-
cussed, and three environmental and twelve internal group
variables are identified as being of primary importance in
most group living situations.
Data regarding these 15 variables, as well as individual
and group demographic data, was collected by means of a 15
page questionnaire from members of 20 communal groups located
in both urban and rural areas of Massachusetts during the
summer of 1973. On each of the 15 variables, group members
were asked to indicate on a 10 point continuum (a) the
"perceived presence" of the variable in their group, (b)
their "level of satisfaction" with the variable for their
group, and (c) their "level of satisfaction" with the vari-
able as it currently existed in their group. A seven item
scale measuring an individual's "overall satisfaction" with
their present group living situation (included in the ques-
tionnaire) provided the dependent variable to which the rela-
tive contributions of the 45 a, b, and c items above, and
certain demographic variables, could be examined.
The 45 a, b, and c items were subjected to a factor
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analysis with orthogonal varimax rotation which resulted in
the identification of an "individuality," a "community," and
a "structure" factor for each of the sets of a, b, and c
items. Factor scores were computed for each of the nine
(total) factors, and these were included with selected demo-
graphic variables in a step-wise multiple regression analysis
against the dependent variable "overall satisfaction."
Several additional analyses were conducted which examined
differences between types of groups, male-female differences
in group living, variables associated with longevity in group
living arrangements, and several lesser issues.
Results of the research suggested that current communal
groups have far fewer problems with the surrounding society
than did communes of the 1960's, apparently due in large
measure to the more traditional attitudes and values of
members of present groups in regard to jobs, sexual prac-
tices, and general life style. Of the internal group vari-
ables examined, the most important correlates of high member
satisfaction were the "perceived sense of community" and the
"level of satisfaction with individuality." To a lesser, but
still important degree, member satisfaction was found to be
related to the selectiveness of membership requirements,
level of education, amount of structure and satisfaction with
structure, and to length of membership of individuals and the
intended permanence of the group. Contrary to expectations
noted in the literature, no significant difference in longevit
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was found between groups of the anarchistic type and those
of the "evolutionary'Vurban type. Reported satisfaction was
significantly higher in the latter type, however, and it was
suggested that this might be a result of the apparent ten-
dency of these groups to provide for more of the functions
of the traditional family.
It was concluded from the results of the study that the
major problem for many persons living in group living arrange
ments in contemporary U.S. society is one of creating a
"perceived" sense of community which does not overly restrict
the relatively high levels of desired individuality which
seem to have become endemic in the American character. It
was further noted that there was little evidence to support
the idea that some types of groups have greater potential
than others for becoming long lived alternatives to the
traditional nuclear family. Rather it was suggested that
most of the various types of current small group living
arrangements appear to serve the needs and interests of
persons in specific situations or transition periods, and
many actual and possible applications of group living seem
to have considerable potential for success as short-term
alternatives for their members.
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TABLE 4
Summary of Factor Analyses with Three Factors of
a) Perceived (b) Desired, and (c) Satisfaction Items
o± Fart B of the Group Living Questionnaire
Variable Name
Perceived
Community Relations
Livability of Facility
Structure, Decision-Making
Structure, Management Process..
Structure, Conflict Resolution.
Degree, Isolation
Communality of Property
Degree, Privacy
Degree, Ritual
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Sexual Equality
Communality of Sex Relations...
Degree, Individuality
Degree, Common Purpose
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix
After Rotation with
Kaiser Normalization
^"actor 1 7 3
. 025 .029 .313
.071 .112
. 322
.112
. 829 -
. 019
.058
. 936 .103
.159 .693 .224
.248
. 023 .033
.770 -.078 -
. 069
.515 - .171 .278
.638 - .013
. 046
.694
. 034
. 246
.108 .029
. 325
.194 .110
. 089
.247 - .201
. 257
.615 .170
. 083
Other Statistics
Eigenvalue
Percent of Variance
Cumulative Percent of Variance
2.677 1.879 .562
52.300 36.700 11.000
52.300 89.000 100.000
Primary Components of Factors
Factor 1
Comm . oT Property
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Ritual
Degree, Common Purpose
Degree, Isolation
Comm. Sex Relations
[Degree, Individuality (-)
J
Factor 2
Struct
. ,
Management Process
Struct., Decision-Making
Struct., Conflict Resolution
Factor 3
Degree, Sexual Equality
Livability of Facility
Community Relations
Degree, Privacy
Degree, Individuality
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TABLE 4 - continued
Variable Name
Pes ired
Community Relations
Livability of Facility
Structure, Decision-Making
Structure, Management Process..
Structure, Conflict Resolution.
Degree, Isolation
Communality of Property
Degree, Privacy
Degree
,
Ritual [
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Sexual Equality
Communality of Sex Relations...
Degree, Individuality
Degree, Common Purpose....
Other Statistics ~"
Eigenvalue
Percent of Variance
Cumulative Percent of Variance.
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix
After Rotation with
Kaiser Normalization
Factor 1 2 s
.194 .179 .003
.420 -.058
. 201
. 804
. 081 - .113
.853 -
. 016 - .041
. 588 .174
. 038
. 309 .181 .204
.253
. 789 - .143
. 037 -.161
. 324
. 024 .574 .052
. Oil .661 .175
.017
. 043 .227
. 105 .277
. 293
.042 -
. 016 .487
.233 .603 - .030
2.201 1.926 .632
46.300 40.500 13.300
46.300 86.700 100.000
Primary Components of Factors
Factor 1 Factor 3
Struct., Management Process Degree, Individuality
Struct., Decision-Making Degree, Privacy
Struct., Conflict Resolution Comm. of Sex Relations
Livability of Facility Degree, Sexual Equality
Degree, Isolation (-)
Community Relations
Factor 2
Comm. oT Property
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Common Purpose
Degree, Ritual
(Comm. of Sex Relations)
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TABLE 4 - continued
Variable Name
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix
After Rotation with
Kaiser Normalization
Factor 1 2 3
"ZOO
.036 .169
. Z i / .103 .487
. U 0 U O T T
. 0 Z 7 .24 7
.057
. 523 .443
.365
. 575 - .107
.261 .223 .118
.471 -
. 085 .238
.206 -
. 034 .428
. 574 .314 -
. 023
.712
. 276 .014
. 334 .124
. 212
.397
. 036
. 091
.037 .162 .483
.660 .145 .274
Satisfaction
Community Relations
Livability of Facility
Structure, Decision-Making....
Structure, Management Process.
Structure, Conflict Resolution
Degree, Isolation
Communality of Property
Degree, Privacy
Degree, Ritual
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Sexual Equality
Communality of Sex Relations..
Degree, Individuality
Degree, Common Purpose
.
Other Statistics
Eigenvalue
Percent of Variance
Cumulative Percent of Variance
3.222 1.002 .745
64.800 20.200 15.000
64.800 85.000 100.000
Factor 1
Primary Components of Factors
Factor 3
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Common Purpose
Degree, Ritual
Comm. of Property
Community Relations
Comm. of Sex Relations
Degree, Sexual Equality
Degree, Isolation
Factor 2
Struct
. ,
Decision-Making
Struct., Conflict Resolution
Struct., Management Process
(Degree, Isolation)
Livability of Facility
Degree, Individuality
Degree, Privacy
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TABLE 5
Summary of Factor Analyses with Four Factors of
(a) Perceived, (b) Desired, and (c) Satisfaction
Items of Part B of the Group Living Questionnaire
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix
After Rotation with
Kaiser Normalization
Variable Name Factor
1 2 3 4
Percei ved
Community Relation*; -
. 041
. 030
. 274 . 091
Livabilitv of Farilitv
.077 .109 . 416 - .119
Structure, Decision-Making....
. 112 .824 .008 - . 013
Structure, Management Process. -
. U 0 z .936 .103 .002
Structure, Conflict Resolution 1 7 "7.13/ .693 . 203 .146
Decree Isolatinn
, L 3 (J . 024 .053 . u 0 y
Communality of Property .786 - . 081 - . 003 - .054
-
. 521 - .174 .270 - . 023
.623 - .016 .024 .230
.669 . 034 . 242 .161
.105 . 028 . 347 - .027
Communality of Sex Relations.. . 146 .120 - .057 .638
Degree, Individuality - .295 - . 215 .214 . 272
Degree, Common Purpose . 609 .169 ,111 .044
Other Statistics
Eigenvalue 2.693 1. 885 .609 . 546
Percent of Variance 47. 000 32.900 10. 600 9. 500
Cumulative Percent of Variance 47. 000 79.900 90. 500 100. 000
Factor 1
Comm. of
Degree
,
Degree
Degree
Degree
Degree
Degree
Primary Components
Property
Intimacy
Ritual
Common Purpose
Privacy (-)
Individuality (-)
Isolation
of Factors
Factor 5
Livability of Facility
Degree, Sexual Equality
Community Relations
Factor 4
Communality of Sex R.elations
Factor
Struct
Struct
Struct
2
Management Process
Decision-Making
Conflict Resolution
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TABLE 5 - continued
/arimax Rotated Factor Matrix
\fter Rotation with
Caiser Normalization
Variable Name
Desired
Community Relations
Livability of Facility....
Structure, Decision-Making
Structure, Management
Process
Structure, Conflict
Resolution
Degree, Isolation
Communality of Property.
.
.
Degree, Privacy
Degree, Ritual
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Sexual Equality...
Communality of Sex
Relations
Degree, Individuality
Degree, Common Purpose....
Other Statistics
Eigenvalue
Percent of
Cumulative
Variance
Variance
. . ,
Percent of
Factor 1
Factor
2
\2
12
. 193 .230
• X u o n Q ft
. u y 0
.419 - .067
. 079 .164
. 794 .084
. 010
-.148
. 864 .050 - .175 .066
.607 .111
. 263 - 1 3
. X J J
. 309 .101 .305 .057
7 ft 7 0 n n
. o UU .062 -
. 099
.043 .185 .116 .277
. 015 .570 .087 -.048
. 005
. 590
. 350 .055
. 015
. 010 .098 .416
.109 .176 .441 .105
.033
. 046 .189 .467
.221 .606 .090 - .017
.232 1 . 939 .664
. 385
.800 37 .100 12
. 700 7.400
.800 79
. 900 92
. 600 100.000
Primary Components of Factors
Struct., Management Process
Struct., Decision-Making
Struct., Conflict Resolution
Livability of Facility
Degree, Isolation (-)
Factor 2
Comm. oT Property
Degree, Common Purpose
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Ritual
Community Relations
Factor 3
Comm
.
oT Sex Relations
(Degree, Isolation)
Factor 4
Degree, Individuality
Degree, Sexual Equality
Degree, Privacy
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TABLE 5 - continued
Variable Name
Satisfaction
Community Relations
Livability of Facility
Structure, Decision-Making....
Structure, Management Process.
Structure, Conflict Resolution
Degree, Isolation
Communality of Property
Degree, Privacy
Degree, Ritual
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Sexual Equality
Communality of Sex Relations..
Degree, Individuality
Degree, Common Purpose
Other Statistics
Eigenvalue
Percent of Variance
Cumulative Percent of Variance
Primary Components
Factor 1
Degree , Common Purpose
Comm. of Property
Community Relations
Degree, Ritual
Degree, Isolation
Factor 2
Struct., Decision-Making
Struct., Conflict Resolution
Struct., Management Process
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix
After Rotation with
Kaiser Normalization
1
Factor
2 3
.412
. 053 .133 .123
. 194
. 082
. 144 .474
. 045
. 815 019
. ^ o o
. 052 .492 057
. H u y
. 212
. 587 .277 .088
. 370 .257 .037 .078
.484 .077 .179
. 181
.171
. 051 .147
. 418
. 394
. 329
. 391
. 032
.427 .286
. 593
. 002
. 043
. 082
. 519 .272
.117 .000
. 532 .110
.065 .136
. 019 .490
.798 .167 .152 .198
.271 1 . 027 .750
. 567
. 300 18
. 300 13 .400 10 .100
. 300 76
. 500 89 . 900 100
. 000
of Factors
Factor 3
Degree, Intimacy
Comm. of Sex Relations
Degree, Sexual Equality
(Degree, Ritual)
Factor 4
Degree, Individuality
Livability of Facility
(Struct., Management Process
Degree, Privacy
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TABLE 6
Summary of Factor Analyses with Five Factors o£(a) Perceived, (b) Desired, and (c) Satisfaction
Items of Part B of the Group Living Questionnaire
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix After
Rotation with Kaiser Normalization
Variable Name Factor
i 2 3 4 5
Perceived
Community Relations
. 007 - .077 .129 -
. 019 . v496
Livability of Facility.
.
.159 .139 -
. 211 .136 . 290
Structure, Decision-
Making
. 892 .128 - .057 -
. 032 - .154
Structure, Management
Process Q n n
. yuu 1/17 .07 0 - . 202 .180
Structure, Conflict
Resolution
.692 .135 .124 - . 043 .171
Degree, Isolation -
. 001 .199 -.021 - .182 .150
Communality of
Property
-
. 083 .740 -.046 -.249 -
. 007
Degree, Privacy -
. 085 -
. 362 - .194 . 543 . 079
Degree, Ritual -
. 007 .619 .204 - .111 .014
1 1 o rr "1" £^ O T n ^ 1 m o a r
. 069 .701
. 085 - .041 .173
Degree, Sexual Equality.
. 039 . Ill - . 062 . 009 .375
Communality of Sex
.117 .174 .653 .075 .016
Degree, Individuality... - .126 - .112 .128 .555 .026
Degree, Common Purpose.. .199 .635 - . 016 - . 083 .024
Other Statistics
2. 729 1.915 .680 . 576 .453
43. 000 30. 100 10. 700 9.100 7. 100
Cumulative Percent of
Variance 43. 000 73. 100 83.800 92.900 100. 000
Primary Components of Factors
Factor 1
Struct., Management Process
Struct., Decision-Making
Struct., Conflict Resolution
Factor 2
Comm. oT Property
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Common Purpose
Degree, Ritual
Degree, Isolation
Factor 3
Comm. ot Sex Relations
Factor 4
Degree, Individuality
Degree, Privacy
Factor 5
Community Relations
Degree, Sexual Equality
Livability of Facility
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TABLE 6 - continued
Variable Name
Desired
Community Relations....
Livability of Facility.
Structure, Decision-
Making
Structure, Management
Process
Structure, Conflict
Resolution
Degree, Isolation
Communality of
Property
Degree, Privacy
Degree, Ritual
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Sexual Equality
Communality of Sex
Relations
Degree, Individuality..
Degree, Common Purpose.,
Other Statistics
Eigenvalue
,
Percent of Variance..,
Cumulative Percent of
Variance
,
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix After
Rotation with Kaiser Normalization
1 2
Factor
3 4 5
1 Q1
. i y 1 9 7 C
-
. 150 - .074 .118
4 zl 7 r\ c f\
-
. 060
. 001 -
. 007 .184
n o T
. Oo Z
, 097 -
. 311 -
. 148
.768
. 035 - .039 - .411
. 059
Q 7
. 1 Z 7
. 095 .120 - .145
• A. \J \J
. L L o
. 044
. 513
. 068
-.266
. 798 .062 .056 - .104
.079 - .176 .038 .108 .281
. 051
. 583 - .024 .089 - .042
. 073 .606
. 200 .231 .061
-
. 027
. 093 - .080 -
. 047 .405
.092 .177 .663
. 036
. 099
-
. 024 - .042 .196 .069 .462
.190 .609 .128 - .108 - .167
2.252 1.955 .715 .436 .341
39.500 34.300 12.500 7.700 6.000
39.500 73.800 86.400 94.000 100.000
Primary Components of Factors
Factor 1 Factor 3
Struct., Management Process
Struct., Decision-Making
Struct., Conflict Resolution
Livability of Facility
Comm
.
of Sex Relations
Factor 4
Degree
,
Isolation
Factor 2
Comm
. of Property
Degree, Common Purpose
Degree, Intimacy
Degree, Ritual
Factor 5
Degree
,
Individuality
Degree, Sexual Equality
Degree, Privacy
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TABLE 6 - continued
Variable Name
Satisfaction
Community Relations.
. .
.
Livability of Facility.
Structure, Decision-
Making
Structure, Management
Process
Structure, Conflict
Resolution
Degree
, Isolation
Communality of Property
Degree
,
Privacy
Degree
, Ritual
Degree
,
Intimacy
,
Degree, Sexual Equality,
Communality of Sex
Relations
,
Degree, Individuality..,
Degree, Common Purpose
.
,
Other Statistics
Eigenvalue
Percent of
Cumulative
Variance
Variance
. .
,
Percent of
Varimax Rotated Factor Matrix After
Rotation with Kaiser Normalization
Factor
3
. 031 1 1 3
. j> y 0 ICC
. 092
.349 ,234
. 303 _ .078 .211
. 682
. 015 .003 .478
. 093
. 1 J Z .131 .104
. 089
.207 .126 .050 .661 -
. 002
.135
• X \J c n
. w> u o
7 n T
. z y 0 .089
. 065 .222 .612 -
. 036 -
. 023
.038 .133 .134
. 047
. 705
.014
. 249 .258
. 562
. 094
. 028 .473
. 326
. 522
. 044
.130
. 516
. 072 .126 .176
.028 .568 .149 .094 -
. 007
. 244 .014 .044 .060
. 563
. 089 .084 .737
. 350 .165
. 304 1 . 069 .858
. 591
. 560
. 800 16
. 700 13 .400 9 .300 8.800
. 800 68 . 500 82 .000 91 . 200 100. 000
Primary Components of Factors
Factor 1
Struct., Management Process
Struct., Decision-Making
Livability of Facility
Factor
Comm.
2
5r Sex Relations
Degree, Sexual Equality
(Degree, Intimacy)
Factor 3
Degree, Common Purpose
Comm. of Property
Community Relations
Degree, Isolation
Factor 4
Struct
.
, Conflict Resolution
Degree, Ritual
Degree, Intimacy
Factor 5
Degree, Privacy
Degree, Individuality
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TABLE 10
Summary of T-Tests for Male/Female Differenc
on Selected Problem Issues in Group Living
Variable
Mean i
(Male)
—in ~ rMean 2
(Female) t p
(two
tailed
Degree, Sexual Equality
Perceived
Des ir ed
Satisfaction with
8. 354
o n o Ty
. Do 3
8. 583
7.480
9.180
7.560
2.48
-0.35
2.68
.015
.727
. 009
Degree, Ritual
Perceived
Des ired
Satisfaction with
4.146
J
. z y z
7.375
4. 780
6.180
5.680
-1.17
-1.70
3. 32
.245
.001
Degree, Intimacy
Perceived
Des i red
Satisfaction with
6. 708
/ . y / y
7.063
6.440
8
. 040
6.020
. 62
-
.17
2.22
. 537
.867
.029
Communality of Property
Perceived
Desired
Satisfaction with
5.521
7.792
6. 646
5.600
7.160
7.140
-
.15
1.33
-1.09
. 882
.188
.276
Degree, Common Purpose
Perceived
Desired
Satisfaction with
5. 333
6.271
6. 604
5.000
7. 080
5. 980
.64
-1.70
1.19
. 525
. 093
. 238
LONGMEM
GRUPTIME
SUMPARTA
15.021
32. 604
41.458
9. 940
22. 520
39.380
2.19
2 . 39
1.10
. 031
. 019
.274
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TABLE 11
Multivariate Analysis of Variance
of the Dependent Variable SUMPARTA
with the Demographic Variables AGE, SEX
LONGMEM, GRUPTIME, LOCATION
NUMADULT, OPENNESS, and PERMANCE
Variable Name
Main E££eiCtS
Mean i Mean 2 p1 P
AGE 39
N
. 55
= 60
41
N
. 74
= 38
1
. 39 < . 245
SEX 41
N
.46
= 48
39
N
. 38
= 50
.901 < .348
LONGMEM 38
N
. 36
= 64
44
N
.24
= 34
7.73 < .008
GRUPTIME 40
N
.00
= 56
40
N
.93
= 42
.918 < . 344
LOCATION 38
N
.12
= 64
44
N
.68
= 34
13.2 < .001
NUMADULT 40
N
.96
= 55
39
N
.67
= 43
.072 < . 790
OPENNESS 4.
N
174
= 70
37
N
.04
= 28
2.37 < .131
PERMANCE 37
N
.60
= 65
45
N
.91
= 33
8.40 <
. 006
Selected Interaction Effects
AGE 1 40. 25
1
(N = 36)
OPENNESS
2
38.50 (N = 24) F = 2. 51
2 43.32 (N = 34) 28 .25 (N = 4) P < .121
AGE 1 37. 20
1
(N = 46)
PERMANCE
2
47.29 (N = 14) F = .622
2 38. 58 CN = 19) 44 .89 CN = 19) P < .435
SEX 1 39. 81
1
(N = 27)
LONGMEM
2
43.57 (N = 21) F = .003
2 37.30 (N = 37) 45 .31 [N = 13) P < .954
SEX
1 40.57
1
(N = 23)
GRUPTIME
2
42.28 (N = 25) F = 5.84
2 39.61 (N = 33) 38 .94 (N = 17) P < . 789
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TABLE 11 - continued
Selected interaction btfects
1
LOCATION
SEX 1 38.91 CN = 33) 47.07
2
(N = IS") 1 A A
2 37,29 (N = 31) 42.79 (N = 19) p < .238
SEX 1 42.80
1
(N =
SIZE
30) 39.22
2
(N = 181 F L.JO
2 38. 76 (N = 25) 40.00 (N = 25) P < . 247
O \rSEX 1 43.06
1
(N =
r E IN IN E O O
35) 37.15
2
(N = 13) F .633
2 40.43 (N = 35) 36.93 (N = 15) P < .431
SEX 1 38. 31
1
(N =
PERMANCE
29) 46.26
2
(N = 19) F .029
7 37.03 (N = 36) 45.43 (N = 14) P < .866
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TABLE 12
Multivariate Analysis of Variance
of the Dependent Variable SUMPARTA
with the Demographic Variables DEGREE, SESO,
LONGMEM, GRUPTIME, LOCATION,
NUMADULT, OPENNESS, and PERMANCE
V d 1 X d U J- INd-Jllt. Mean 1
Main
Mean 2
Effects
F P
DEGREE 40. 77 40 .09 .1883 , < .6670
N = A A44 N = 54 df=l/36
SESO 39. 09 41 .93 3.6816 < . 0630
N = 53 N = 45
LONGMEM 38. 36 44 .24 12.1994 <
. 0013
N = 64 N = 34
GRUPTIME 4 u . 00 40 .93 . 3805 < . 541 Z
N = 56 N = 42
LOCATION 38 12 44 .68 15.6263 < • u u u *+
N = 64 N = 34
NUMADULT 40 96 39 .67 .1413 < 7092• / yj J Ld
N = 55 N = 43
OPENNESS 41 74 37 .04 2. 5365 < • ± eJ \J \J
N = 70 N = 28
PERMANCE 37 60 45 .91 11.4001 < .0018
N = 65 N = 33
Sel ected Interaction Effects
GRUPTIME
DEGREE 1 41. 43
1
(N = 30) 38. 35 (N = 26) F 3.0321
2 39. 36 (N = 14) 41
.
71 (N = 28) p < . 0902
SIZE
1 2
DEGREE 1 39. 70 (N
= 20) 41. 69 (N = 35) F . 0220
2 41. 69 (N = 24) 37. 16 (N = 19) p < . 8829
OPENNESS
1 2
DEGREE
1 42. 26 (N = 27) 38. 41 (N = 17) F .1374
2 41. 42 (N = 43) 34. 91 CN = 11) p < . 7131
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TABLE 12 - continued
DEGREE
SESO
PERNIANCE
1 2
1 38
. 50 (N = 30) 45.64 (N
2 36. 83 (N = 35) 46.11 (N
OPENNESS
1 2
1 40. 25 (N = 32) 37.33 (N
2 43. 00 (N = 38) 36.14 (N
PERMANCE
1 2
1 38. 50 (N = 36) 40.35 (N
2 36. 48 (N = 29) 51.81 (N
14)
19)
21)
7)
17)
16)
F
P
F
P
0215
8842
1 . 7022
. 2003
F = 10.7834
D < .0023
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TABLE 16
Summary of T-tests for Differences Between
Type I and Type II Groups on Factor Scores
and Selected Individual and Group
Demographic Variables
Variable Name
Mean 1
(Type 1)
Mean 2
(Type II) t
p (two-
tailed)
AGE 23.026 26 . 509 -3.69 .001
DEGREE 3.103 3.525 -1.73
. 086
SESO 6. 308 7.627 -3.03 .003
PERCHANG 4. 385 4 . 492 -
. 57 . 567
LONGMEM 10. 769 13,525 -1.14
. 256
NUMADULT 9.615 7. 017 4 . 57 . 001
LOCATION 2.077 2. 034 .26 .797
\TT TX/TN^ A D "n "n
.282
. 746 -3.30
. 001
PERMANCE 1.000 2. 525 -5. 39 . 001
OPENNESS 2. 769 1. 509 6.14 . 001
INSTAB 13.205 5.492 8.40 . 001
P-COMM -.118 .078 -1.05
. 296
P-STRUC -.432
. 286 -3.87
. 001
P-IND -.074
. 049 - .88 . 382
D-COMM -
. 240 .159 -2.06
. 044
D- STRUG - .103
. 069 - .89 . 377
D-IND .233 - .154 2.86 . 005
S-COMM .201 - .139 1.87 .064
S-STRUC -
. 260 .172 -2.45 . 016
S-IND -.180
. 119 -1.92 .058
SUMPARTA. .... 37. 282 42.458 -2.77 .007
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APPENDIX A
First name and initial:
GROUP LIVING QUESTIONNAIRE
Introduction
Pur£0£e: There are several purposes for this questionnaire
^^P^ryose is to gather information about the^s^r^J^ures ofcurrent groups, and to learn something about how differentgroups handle particular problems typical of group livingarrangements. A second purpose is (o determine ways In whichmodern groups ditter trom similar groups of the pas?. Thethird purpose is to obtain information relating to how ^1people like group living as a life style.
Anonymity: While names are needed on the questionnaire theinformation will be coded when it is transferred from thequestionnaire, and I will return the questionnaires to thegroups or destroy them.
Results_: In hopes of having something " useful to give to thegroups m return for their help, the results of their questionnaires will be made available if desired. However, individualquestionnaires will be returned only if all members of thegroup request them. (I don't feel that FTan send back infor-
mation that some members of the group would really not want )Un the last page of the questionnaire you will be asked toindicate what information, if any, you wish to have returned
to the group. Your preference will remain anonymous. Thisprocedure is meant to allow you complete freedom in responding
to the questionnaire. ' r &
Directions
Because of the limitations of questionnaires, you are encouraged
to write m the margins, or on the back of the pages, whenever
you wish. However, it is very important that you^ first respond
to each question, and then add your comments. If questions are
left unanswered, I will not be able to use the questionnaire.
It is necessary that items on the questionnaire not be discussed
until after everyone has finished the questionnaire. However,
because I have to use the same
.
quest ionnaire for all different
groups, some questions may make less sense than others for your
group. If you cannot answer a question, please ask me for assis-
tance rather than leave the question unanswered. Again, each of
your answers is important.
144
PART A - Feelings About Group Living
The following items ask you to indicate some of your feelingsaboutgroup living. On the ten-point scale following eachquestion, please circle one number which best represents vour
subjective feelings. ^
1) On the basis of your previous experiences, how do you com-pare your life m this group with your life before ioininethis group? ^
(Very much worse - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very much better)
How likely do you think it is that there are other groups
around that would be more satisfying to you?
(Very unlikely
-123456789 10- Very likely)
2)
3) Compared to what you would imagine as an ideal group arrange
ment for you, how much like your ideal group is this one?
(Very unlike -123456789 10- Practically identical
4) In spite of its many benefits, how difficult do you feel
group living is for you?
(Very difficult - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Not at all difficult)
5) How enjoyable do you find living in this group compared to
how enjoyable you think other members of your group find it?
(Much less enjoyable -123456789 10- Much more enjoyable)
6) If other conditions permitted (occupation, other relation-
ships, etc.), how long do you think you would continue
living in this group? (Check one.)
a) less than 1 year e) 10 - 12 years
b) 1 - 2 years f) 13 - 15 years
c) 4 - 6 years g) more than 15 years
'
'
'
d) 7 - 9 years
.
'
7) How likely is it that you would consider living in any one
group situation as a permanent life style?
(Very unlikely -123456789 10- Very likely)
145
PART B - Group Issues
Ihr^l^''^ ^^r^
°^ questionnaire you will be asked to answert ree questions about each of fifteen issues which are commonto most groups. You will be asked 1) to rate your group onthat issue, 2) to indicate how desirable you feel a certainposition on that issue is, and 3) to indicate how satisfiedyou are with your group's position on that issue.
'The following is a sample question :
Some groups feel that a strong religious orientation is verydesirable and helpful. Other groups feel that a strong reli-gious orientation is best avoided. Please respond to each of
in £° i^u^""^ questions by circling the number between 1 andiU which best represents your feelings.
Compared to other groups, how strong do you feel your group's
religious orientation is? ^
(Very weak
-123456789 10- Very strong)
How desirable do you (not the group) feel a religious orienta-tion IS for your group?
(Very undesirable
-123456789 10- Very desirable)
How satisfied are you with the degree of religious orientationm your group at present?
(Very unsatisfied -123456789 10- Very satisfied)
Thus, in this case, if you feel that your group has little or
no religious orientation you would circle a "1" or "2" on thefirst question. If, however, you feel that a religious orien-
tation is quite desirable, you would circle an "8" or "9" on
the second question.
On the third question, it might be that you are very dissatis-
fied with what your group has and what you think is desirable,
and you might circle a "1" or "2" again. On the other hand,
you may not really care all that much about this issue, and
you may be reasonably satisfied with what exists even though
it isn't what you see as desirable. In this case, you might
circle a higher number like "5" or "6".
In each case the important thing is to indicate how you feel
(not how the group as a whole feels) about the issue in your
group at the present time. Try to respond according to present
conditions in the group and not according to what you know the
group is trying to do, or what the group's goals for the future
may be.
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an^^??nnrK ^^K^
statement carefully, and then respond to thequestio s by choosing a number on the 10-point scale which bestrepresents your subjective feelings. (The 10-point sea e is
'
not intended to be confusing. Rather it will hopefully giveyou more freedom of expression than the usual 4 or 5 choiceanswer.) '^-jiuxue
Note that on each of the questions in this section you are
w^tl^K ^°
""^^^
-^°^P against the extreme conditionswhich may exist m other groups. Thus if a question seems
ntlL }^ help to say to yourself, "compared too her groups at both extremes of the issue, how "
The "Pleas antness" of Community Relations : Some groups
^"i^^
deal wirh very negative attitudes and actions fromthe surrounding community (legal entanglements, a hostilebusiness community, harrassment from neighbors etc )Other groups have excellent relations with the community
are well accepted, and enjoy a peaceful coexistence with'their neighbors. Compared to these two extremes:
a) How pleasant do you feel the relationship is between
your group and the outside community?
(Very unpleasant - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very pleasant)
b) How desirable do you feel pleasant community relations
are for your group?
(Very undesirable
-123456789 10- Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with present relations between
your group and the outside community?
(Very unsatisfied
-123456789 10- Very satisfied)
2) The "Livability" of the Housing Facility: The buildings
that groups can afford, and have had time to develop, vary
greatly in their "livability." Livability refers to such
things as the amount of space in the house, the amount of
upkeep required, etc. Compared to groups where all of
these things are a problem, and to groups where none of
these things are a problem:
a) How "livable" do you feel the present facility of your
group is?
(Very low livability -123456789 10- Very high livability)
b) How desirable do you feel "livability" of the facility
is in your group living situation?
(Very undesirable -123456789 10- Very desirable)
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(Very unsatisfied
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very satisfied)
iZlll'lflttuil"'"' ' ^^^^^^ answering #3.)uegree of Structure m the Decis i on -Mp na Process- SomPgroups have very little strurtn-rp w.i-h t-roces . b rne
no regular meetings e?r^n^ I ^ "° specific process,
to do as he sees f?; n^{.
^^^""^ ^^^h member
have l^^de^s^:^^
.'a^; a? '^f f^r^:cTs1ons ^^'r^L^;;^f ^quent and regular meetings to deal w tHhese issues fo.pared to these opposite procedures: . C m-
p^oce'risT''' '^'^ S^°"P'^ decision-making
(Very unstructured
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very structured)
b) How desirable do you feel structure in the decision-making process is for your group?
^-Li^ion
(Very undesirable
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very desirable)
tur/^l^^^^^^ ^""^ you with the present amount of struc-e m your group's decision-making process?
(Very unsatisfied
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very satisfied)
?!
Structure in t he Management Process : Groups also
cedure It'on/'^r'' o-FTt ructure m their managemLt prg-
chorpr.n^ ?K ^^^^^"^^ g^o^PS Which leave maintenanceres a d other group responsibilities up to each indivi-dual with the expectation that each person will take careot things when he notices that they need attention. At theother extreme are groups which develop elaborate systems ofmanagement including work lists, time cards, credit planning
and coordination meetings, etc. Compared to groups at thesetwo extremes:
a) How structured do you feel your group's management process
(Very unstructured
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very structured)
b) How desirable do you feel structure in the management
process is for your group?
(Very undesirable
-123456789 10- Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the present amount of struc-
ture in your group's management process?
(Very unsatisfied
-123456789 10- Very satisfied)
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Degree of Structure in the Conflict-Res olution Process-groups with very low structure l eave it entirely udto each individual to be aware of interpersonal Droblemswhen they arise, and to take resDons ibility for workina
out the problems. At the other extreme are groups i^^hichuse regular and frequent meetings to "hash out" problemsandwhich m some cases even bring in an appronriately 'trained person from outside the group to assist themCompared to groups at these opposite extremes:
a) How structured do you feel the conflict-resolution
process is in your group?
(Very unstructured
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very structured)
b) How desirable do you feel structure in the conflict-
resolution process is in your group?
(Very undesirable - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the present amount of struc-
ture m your group's conflict-resolution process?
(Very unsatisfied
-123456789 10- Very satisfied)
6) Degree of Isolation : Groups differ in the extent to which
they isolate themselves from the larger society. Some
groups break as many ties as possible and seek to develop
an almost completely self-supporting and self-contained
life style. Other groups may simply share a common hous-
ing facility while maintaining their normal life styles
(jobs, interests, etc.). Compared to these opposite
extremes:
a) What degree of isolation from the larger society do you
feel your group maintains?
(Very low isolation -123456789 10- Very high isolation)
b) How desirable do you feel isolation is for your group?
(Very undesirable -123456789 10- Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the degree of isolation of
your group at present?
(Very unsatisfied -123456789 10- Very satisfied)
7) Communality of Property : Groups make different decisions
about how personal possessions and income are shared in
the group. Some groups minimize this and allow members to
maintain largely individual life styles within the group.
Members share only what is necessary to take care of basic
group needs (rent, utilities, food, etc.). Other groups
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maximize the sharing of property and income, and requirethat members share everything with the group. Comparedto groups at these opposite extremes:
a) What is the level of communality which you feel existsm your group? ^ cAj.sLb
(c:™Lnaaty " 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - HZunHlty^
b) How desirable do you feel communality of property is inyour group? ^ ^ / o j.u
(Very undesirable - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the degree of communality
ot property m your group at present?
(Very unsatisfied
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very satisfied)
Degree of Privacy
: Groups vary in the extent to which
they offer the individual "alone" time for relaxation
thinking, hobbies, etc. This may include a time to with-draw to some state of psychological privacy where one does
not have to worry about relating to others. Some groupsprovide a very high degree of this kind of privacy. Other
groups feel that it impedes the growth of the group, and
encourage members to avoid privacy. Compared to these
opposite extremes:
a) What is the degree of privacy which you feel exists in
your group?
(Very low privacy -123456789 10- Very high privacy)
b) How desirable do you feel privacy is in your group?
(Very undesirable -123456789 10- Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the present degree of pri-
vacy in your group?
(Very unsatisfied -123456789 10- Very satisfied)
9) Degree of Ritual : Some groups with a high degree of ritual
have frequent and regular activities, which bring members
together to share in special experiences (for example,
recreation, prayer, meditation, encounter or s ensory- awak-
ening exercises, etc.). Other groups with very little
ritual have almost no shared experiences like this. Com-
pared to these opposite extremes:
a) V/hat degree of ritual do you feel exists in your group?
•^nHn-J,';^!^'""""" - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 -
Very high amount^
or ritual of ritual '
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b) How desirable do you feel ritual is in your group?
(Very undesirable
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the present degree of
ritual m your group?
(Very unsatisfied
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very satisfied)
10) Degree of Intimacv: Even though interoersonal relation-
?Von^ ^It
^^"^P°^tan^ focus in most group living situa-ti s, the actual presence of affection, trust, and open-ness among members varies with groups. For some groups
and openness is a majorpriority, and this aspect of intimacy exists at a veryhigh level. Other groups, with different reasons fortheir existence, may not wish to have extremely close in-terpersonal relationships, or members may lead more sepa-
rate lives and thus this kind of intimacy remains low
compared to these opposite examples:
a) What level of intimacy (as defined above) do you feelpresently exists in your group?
(Very low intimacy
- 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very high intimacy)
b) How desirable do you feel intimacy is in your group?
(Very undesirable - 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the present level of inti-
macy in your group?
(Very unsatisfied
-123456789 10- Very satisfied)
11) Degree of Equality Between the Sexes : Groups vary in the
emphasis they place on sexual equality, and in the effort
they make to achieve equality. In addition, many condi-
tionsin a group may affect the possibility of achieving
equality, and many groups find that when people choose to
do the things which they do best, or most enjoy, they
often end up in traditional sex-role situations. Compared
to groups where sexual equality is about equal to that in
the larger society, as opposed to groups which have almost
complete sexual equality:
a) What degree of sexual equality do you feel actually
exists in your group?
(Very low equality -123456789 10- Very high equality)
b) How desirable do you feel sexual equality is in your
group?
(Very undesirable -123456789 10- Very desirable)
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c) How satisfied are you with the degree of sexual equal-ity m your group at present?
(Very unsatisfied
- 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 - Very satisfied)
12) Communality of Child Rearing Practi ces: Groups vary inthe degree to which responsibility the children is
shared among the adults. In some groups biological family
ties are largely maintained, and the natural parents re-
main the only real source of authority to the children
In the nearly opposite case, parenting is shared equaliy
among adults without regard to biological ties, and with-
out regard to the parent or non-parent status of the adultsCompared to these opposite extremes:
a) To what degree do you feel communal child rearing is
practiced in your group?
(c::;Liality - l 2 3 4 S 6 7 S 9 :0 - llZnlituy^
b) How desirable do you feel communal child rearing is in
your group?
(Very undesirable -123456789 10- Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the degree of communal child
rearing in your group at present?
(Very unsatisfied -1234567 8- 9 10- Very satisfied)
13) Communality of Sex Relationships
: Groups vary in the way
they approach the issue of sex within the group, some
choosing celibacy, some choosing group marriage (where
males and females are all pair-bonded with each other)
,
and many groups choosing approaches somewhere inbetween
(monogamy, selective sexual intimacy, or free love). Thus
the communality of sex relations in groups can usually be
thought of as ranging from celibacy, through monogamy',
selective sexual intimacy, and free love, to group marriage
Compared to these various degrees of communality:
a) What level of communality of sex relationships do you
feel exists in your group at present?
^Very low
. i 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - ^^^>^
^^f^, )^communality communality^
b) How desirable do you feel communality of sex relation-
ships is in your group?
CVery undesirable -123456789 10- Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the degree of communality
of sex relationships in your group at present?
CVery unsatisfied -123456789 10- Very satisfied)
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Degree of Individuality: Maintaining one's individualitypersonal freedom is a highly valued norm in manygroups.
_
However, maintaining a group requires that some
ot the individual's freedom be given up in favor of the
needs of the group. Groups differ in their opinion of
where the line should be drawn between individual needs
and group needs. Compared to grouus which place primary
emphasis on the rights of the individual, and groups whichplace primary emphasis on the needs of the group:
a) What degree of individuality do you feel exists at
present for members of your group?
^Individuality - 1 2 3 4 S 6 7 8 9 10 -
b) How desirable do you feel individuality is in your group
(Very undesirable
-123456789 10- Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the degree of individuality
available to you at present in your group?
(Very unsatisfied -123456789 10- Very satisfied)
15) Commonality of Purpose : Groups vary in the extent to which
the members have common goals and interests, and in the
intensity with which they pursue these goals. In some
groups members prefer to go their own way and do their own
thing. In the opposite type of group, there is a strong
common purpose which all members share. Compared to these
opposite extremes:
a) To what degree do you feel such commonality of goals
and interests exists in your group?
.Very low
- l 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 - ^^^>^ ^^^^ 1
^-commonality ^ ^ ^ ^ o / 8 y iU commonality-'
b) How desirable do you feel this commonality of goals and
interests is in your group?
(Very undesirable -123456789 10- Very desirable)
c) How satisfied are you with the degree of commonality of
purpose in your group at present?
(Very unsatisfied -123456789 10- Very satisfied)
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PART C - General Satisfaction
Plgfse T^ead carefully ! In the blanks below, please divide the
members of your group into three even groups according to how
generally satisfied you feel each person is with the group.
The important thing is that you indicate how satisfied you
feel each member is compared to all of the other members. Thus
for example, the "lower satisfaction" category does not neces-
sarily mean that persons in that group are dissatisfied, but
only that you see them as somewhat less satisfied than persons
which you have placed in the "medium" and "higher" satisfaction
categories.
In thinking about how satisfied people are, you may wish to
consider such things as their relationships with others in the
group, how much they contribute to a good group spirit or at-
mosphere, how much time and energy they invest in helping the
group to function smoothly, or any other things which you feel
say something about how satisfied and happy a person is in a
group. With these things in mind, please go ahead and place
the members of the group, including yourself
, into the three
categories below so that you end up with three even, or nearly
even groups.
More Satisfied Satisfied Less Satisfied
After completing these groupings, please rank the people in_ each
group by placing a number beside their name (where 1 indicates
most satisfied, 2 indicates next most satisfied, etc.).
For example:
More Satisfied Satisfied Less Satisfied
Jerry L.
_3_ Ed. M.
_2_ Roy C
Ann B. 1 Ron R. 1 Carol B
Elaine P.
In this case, Ann is more satisfied than Jerry, Ron more than
Elaine, Elaine more than Ed, and Carol more than Roy.
Please go back to the names of the people in your group, and
number them in a similar manner.
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PART D
1) Considering both your own feelings and what you think isbest for your group at the present time, would you preferCchecK one) : ^
a) to have each original questionnaire returned to the group?
2)
b) to have a summary of the group's responses to the ques-tionnaire returned?
c) to have no information from the questionnaire returned
to the group?
I know that people have different attitudes and philosophies
about social research, and particularly about the use of aquestionnaire such as this in evaluating complex social situ-
ations. This could have important consequences for the mean-
mgfulness of the findings of this study. Regardless of whatyour feelings about this questionnaire may be, it would help
me to know something about how accurately and carefully you
responded to the questionnaire.
Would you please indicate (again on a scale from 1 to 10)how accurately you feel your responses to the questionnaire
reflect your true feelings?
(Not at all accurately -123456789 10- Very accurately)
3) Overall, if living in this group was (or is) to be a long
term, or permanent thing for you, how satisfied would you be
with the group as it is at the present?
(Very unsatisfied -123456789 10- Very satisfied)
4) If I had asked you in the first place to imagine that this
was a permanent situation for you, how different would your
answers have been to the "desirability" and "satisfaction"
questions in Part B?
(Very different -123456789 10- Exactly the same)
5) Considering all of the members of your group, if you were
to give everyone a number which indicated how satisfied and
happy they are with the group at present, what number would
you give to yourself? (Where "1" means most satisfied and
happy, "2" means next most satisfied and happy, etc.)
6) What did you dislike most about this questionnaire?
the research in general?
the researcher (s)
?
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P^RT E
- Individual Information
1^ Ag^- 2) Sex:
3) Marital Status: Single Married
Divorced Widowed
4) Number of years of formal education:
5) Last diploma or degree received:
6) Occupation: Trained for
Currently practiced
7) Income: Last year before joining a group
Current
8) Father's level of education
,
Occupation
9) Mother's level of education
,
Occupation(If your mother has worked for even a'short period of timeindicate the type of work rather than indicating "housewife")
10) Please list sex and age of each of your own children livingm the group. (List youngest to oldest.) Example: m-3,f-5
m-6, etc. '
11) How long have you been a member of this group? yrs
,
^months
12) How many, if any, other groups similar to this one have you
been a member of?
13) How much time altogether have you spent living in group
arrangements? years, months
14) Overall, how much of a change in your total person do you
feel has occurred as a result of your experiences in groups?
Practically none Some
Very little A great deal
Little Nearly total
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PART F - Group Information
1) Number of adults Number of children
Male Female Male Female
2) Location: Urban Suburban Rural
3) Years in existence: Less than one year
one to two years
Two to three years HZZZZZZZZ
Over three years
4) Number of members who left the group during the past year
Number of members who joined the group during the past year
5) Number of single members ; Male Female
Number of couples Number of marrieds
6) a) Is this group intended to be a permanent arrangement
with a mostly stable membership?
b) Semi -permanent ? 3-5 years
;
6-8 years
;
9 or more years?
.
c) A temporary arrangement with expected changes in
membership?
7) Are decision-making responsibilities in this group
dependent largely on one or two persons \ handled
by group consensus
;
left up to each individual
as he/she sees fit
8) Please describe briefly the initial selection process
through which members of this group met each other and
agreed to live with each other. If the group was already
in existence when you joined, please describe the process
of your entrance into the group.
9) If room were available, how open would this group be to
nearly any person v\rho wanted to become a member?
Very closed Closed Open Very open
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10) To what extent has this group ever made use of profes-sional assistance from outside the membership, such asgroup therapists or human relations trainers?
Very little Some Quite a lot
11) Approximately what percentage of the members in thisgroup contribute substantially to the economic needs
or basic expenses, of the group? (Check one )
a) less than 25% c) 15 - 75
b) 26 - 50°^ d) more than 11%
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APPENDIX B
Descriptive Characteristics of
Types of Groups SamDled
Service Communes :
These communes are typically composed of a core groun ofmembers with a common interest in providing some ?ype^onuman
"le'cUnlcs/'Ln''^'''" ''''' --sel ing /Ld?caJ'a?SUre lini s), minority support groups, etc., to some of themore exotic growth and self
-actualization the^aoies In someinstances, services in these groups are provided on a live-inbasis ivhich creates a transient membership around the coregroup. Leadership in service communes is often provided bypersons educated and trained in the particular service area,and the core membership in general is likely to be composed ofpersons with a substantial amount of education. Radical poli-tical and social beliefs are common in these groups, and evenwhen not extreme, service communes are generally distinguishedfrom other groups by their activist, involvement, or recon-
struction attitudes.
Urban (evolutionary) communes :
_
These groups are typically composed of persons holdingjobs in straight society, or in education programs working
toward similar careers. Ramey (1972a) notes that people inthese groups are likely to be older and, as high achieversinclined toward high mobility. Sharing a large, comfortable
city
_ apartment with other adults may meet both the economic
and interpersonal needs of members of these groups, while
they pursue an otherwise typical urban life style.
Expanded families :
These groups are most frequently composed of from two to
four couples and their children. Existing friendshins may have
prompted the development of many expanded families, however,
implications for child rearing, child care, sexual equality,
personal growth, economic sharing and investment, etc., appear
to be primary considerations for most of those who seek out an
expanded family life style. The family is likely to be of
first importance in these groups with career achievement and
other outside ties taking second place to the needs and main-
tenance of the family.
Student houses:
Student houses may vary from highly anarchistic, transient
communes in most cases, to some groups very similar to urban
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communes Generally these communes tend to be composed ofundergraduate level students, individuals working a^ow
nei?hPr°' T'"'"'''"" temporarily doingt e . Common interests or goals are usually absent inthese groups, and organization is minimal. Rejection of thetraditional culture is common, and individuals^re ?ncUnedto be more escape than reconstruction oriented. Interpersonalbenefits and getting one's head together are often ci^ed asreasons motivating persons living in these communes, buteconomic necessity would also appear to be an important factor
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